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APPENDIX A
List of Recipients

The following is a list of agencies, organizations, and persons to whom electronic copies of the Final

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) were sent. Copies of the Final EIS were sent out to other interested

businesses, individuals, and organizations, as requested.
Federal Agencies

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Centers for Disease Control

Federal Emergency Management Agency

United States Federal Highway Administration

United States Federal Railroad Administration

United States Federal Transit Administration

United States Army Corps of Engineers

United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Science

United States Department of the Army

United States Department of Commerce

United States Department of Energy

United States Department of Homeland Security

United States Department of Housing & Urban Development

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

United States Department of Public Safety

United States Environmental Protection Agency

United States Coast Guard

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

Surface Transportation Board

United States Legislators

Hon. Amy Klobuchar, U.S. Senator

Hon. Al Franken, U.S. Senator

Hon. Erik Paulsen, U.S. Representative (District 3)

Hon. Keith Ellison, U.S. Representative (District 5)

Federal Agencies — Regional Offices

United States Federal Aviation Administration, Great Lakes Regional Office
United States Federal Highway Administration, Minnesota Division
United States Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District

United States Coast Guard, Ninth Coast Guard District
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United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, Region V
United States Federal Railroad Administration, Region IV

United States Federal Transit Administration, Region V

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region V

State Agencies

Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources

Minnesota Department of Agriculture

Minnesota Department of Commerce

Minnesota Department of Health

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

Minnesota Department of Public Safety

Minnesota Department of Transportation

Minnesota Environmental Quality Board

Minnesota Historical Society

Minnesota Indian Affairs Council

Minnesota Office of the State Archaeologist

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

Minnesota Historic Preservation Office

State Elected Officials

Hon. Mark Dayton, Governor

Hon. Terri Bonoff, Minnesota State Senator (District 44)

Hon. Ron Latz, Minnesota State Senator (District 46)

Hon. David Hann, Minnesota State Senator (District 48)

Hon. Melisa Franzen, Minnesota State Senator (District 49)

Hon. Bobby Joe Champion, Minnesota State Senator (District 59)
Hon. Kari Dziedzic, Minnesota State Senator (District 60)

Hon. Scott Dibble, Minnesota State Senator (District 61)

Hon. Jeff Hayden, Minnesota State Senator (District 62)

Hon. Patricia Torres Ray, Minnesota State Senator (District 63)

Hon. Sarah Anderson, Minnesota State Representative (District 44A)
Hon. Jon Applebaum, Minnesota State Representative (District 44B)
Hon. Peggy Flanagan, Minnesota State Representative (District 46A)
Hon. Cheryl Youakim, Minnesota State Representative (District 46B)
Hon. Yvonne Selcer, Minnesota State Representative (District 48A)
Hon. Jennifer Loon, Minnesota State Representative (District 48B)

Hon. Ron Erhardt, Minnesota State Representative (District 49A)
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Hon. Paul Rosenthal, Minnesota State Representative (District 49B)
Hon. Joe Mullery, Minnesota State Representative (District 59A)
Hon. Raymond Dehn, Minnesota State Representative (District 59B)
Hon. Diane Loeffler, Minnesota State Representative (District 60A)
Hon. Phyllis Kahn, Minnesota State Representative (District 60B)
Hon. Frank Hornstein, Minnesota State Representative (District 61A)
Hon. Paul Thissen, Minnesota State Representative (District 61B)
Hon. Karen Clark, Minnesota State Representative (District 62A)
Hon. Susan Allen, Minnesota State Representative (District 62B)
Hon. Jim Davnie, Minnesota State Representative (District 63A)

Hon. Jean Wagenius, Minnesota State Representative (District 63B)

Local Elected Officials

Hon. Betsy Hodges, Mayor of Minneapolis

Hon. Kevin Reich, Minneapolis City Councilor (Ward 1)
Hon. Cam Gordon, Minneapolis City Councilor (Ward 2)
Hon. Jacob Frey, Minneapolis City Councilor (Ward 3)

Hon. Barbara Johnson, Minneapolis City Council President (Ward 4)

Hon. Blong Yang, Minneapolis City Councilor (Ward 5)

Hon. Abdi Warsame, Minneapolis City Councilor (Ward 6)
Hon. Lisa Goodman, Minneapolis City Councilor (Ward 7)
Hon. Elizabeth Glidden, Minneapolis City Councilor (Ward 8)
Hon. Alondra Cano, Minneapolis City Councilor (Ward 9)
Hon. Lisa Bender, Minneapolis City Councilor (Ward 10)
Hon. John Quincy, Minneapolis City Councilor (Ward 11)
Hon. Andrew Johnson, Minneapolis City Councilor (Ward 12)
Hon. Linea Palmisano, Minneapolis City Councilor (Ward 13)
Hon. Jake Spano, Mayor of St. Louis Park

Hon. Steve Hallfin, St. Louis Park City Councilor (At-Large)
Hon. Thom Miller, St. Louis Park City Councilor (At-Large)
Hon. Susan Sanger, St. Louis Park City Councilor (Ward 1)
Hon. Anne Mavity, St. Louis Park City Councilor (Ward 2)
Hon. Gregg Lindberg, St. Louis Park City Councilor (Ward 3)
Hon. Tim Brausen, St. Louis Park City Councilor (Ward 4)
Hon. Molly Cummings, Mayor of Hopkins

Hon. Katy Campbell, Hopkins City Councilor

Hon. Jason Gadd, Hopkins City Councilor
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Hon. Kristi Halverson, Hopkins City Councilor

Hon. Aaron Kuznia, Hopkins City Councilor

Hon. Terry Schneider, Mayor of Minnetonka

Hon. Dick Allendorf, Minnetonka City Councilor (At-Large)

Hon. Patty Acomb, Minnetonka City Councilor (At-Large)

Hon. Bob Ellingson, Minnetonka City Councilor (Ward 1)

Hon. Tony Wagner, Minnetonka City Councilor (Ward 2)

Hon. Brad Wiersum, Minnetonka City Councilor (Ward 3)

Hon. Tim Bergstedt, Minnetonka City Councilor (Ward 4)

Hon. Nancy Tyra-Lukens, Mayor of Eden Prairie

Hon. Brad Aho, Eden Prairie City Councilor

Hon. Sherry Butcher Wickstrom, Eden Prairie City Councilor

Hon. Ron Case, Eden Prairie City Councilor

Hon. Kathy Nelson, Eden Prairie City Councilor

Hon. Mike Opat, Hennepin County Commissioner (District 1)

Hon. Linda Higgins, Hennepin County Commissioner (District 2)
Hon. Marion Greene, Hennepin County Commissioner (District 3)
Hon. Peter McLaughlin, Hennepin County Commissioner (District 4)
Hon. Randy Johnson, Hennepin County Commissioner (District 5)
Hon. Jan Callison, Hennepin County Commissioner (District 6, Chair)
Hon. Jeff Johnson, Hennepin County Commissioner (District 7)
County Agencies

Hennepin County, Department of Housing, Transit, and Community Works
Hennepin County, Department of Energy and Environment
Hennepin County, Department of Transportation

Hennepin County, Department of Policy, Planning & Land Management
Hennepin Conservation District

Libraries

Minnesota Legislative Reference Library

Hennepin County Library - Minneapolis Central Branch

Hennepin County Library - Eden Prairie Branch

Hennepin County Library - Minnetonka Branch

Hennepin County Library - Hopkins Branch

Hennepin County Library - St. Louis Park Branch

Hennepin County Library - Franklin Branch

Hennepin County Library - Linden Hills Branch
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Hennepin County Library - Sumner Branch

Hennepin County Library - Walker Branch

MnDOT Transportation Library

Metropolitan Council Library

Local Municipalities

City of Eden Prairie

City of Eden Prairie, Heritage Preservation Commission
City of Edina

City of Hopkins

City of Minneapolis

City of Minneapolis, City Planning and Economic Development
City of Minneapolis, Heritage Preservation Commission
City of Minneapolis, Public Works

City of Minnetonka

City of St. Louis Park

Local and Regional Agencies

Bassett Creek Watershed District and Management Organization

Flandreau Santee Sioux

Fort Peck Tribes

Greater Minneapolis Building Owners and Managers Association (BOMA)

Kenwood Isles Area Association

Lower Sioux Indian Community Council
Metropolitan Council - Local Planning Assistance
Metropolitan Council - Metro Transit
Metropolitan Council District 3, Jennifer Munt
Metropolitan Council District 6, Gail Dorfman
Metropolitan Council District 7, Gary Cunningham
Metropolitan Council District 8, Cara Letofsky
Minneapolis Parks and Recreation Board
Minneapolis Regional Chamber of Commerce
Minnehaha Creek Watershed District

Mississippi Watershed Management Organization
Nine Mile Creek Watershed District

Prairie Island Indian Community
Riley/Purgatory/Bluff Creek Watershed District

Santee Sioux Nation
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Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community
Sisseton-Wahpeton
Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate

Southwest LRT Project Office

Spirit Lake Nation

Three Rivers Park District

Turtle Mountain

Upper Sioux Indian Community
Other

Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway
Canadian Pacific Railway

Twin Cities & Western Railroad
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APPENDIX B
List of Preparers

United States Department of Transportation - Federal Transit Administration
e Maya Sarna, Washington, DC
e Ben Owen, Washington, DC

o Kathryn Loster, Region V

e Cyrell McLemore, Region V
e Reginald Arkell, Region V

Metropolitan Council

Name

Role

Education

Nani Jacobson

Assistant Director, Environmental &
Agreements

B.S., Biology, Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State University,
1997

M.S., Environmental Sciences & Policy, Johns Hopkins
University, 2010

Craig Lamothe, AICP

Project Director

B.A., Government, St. Lawrence University, 1996
Master of Planning, University of Minnesota, 2001

Joan Hollick

Deputy Project Director

B.A., Loyola University, Chicago, 2006

Master of Public Policy and Administration, Northwestern
University, 2010

Jim Alexander, PE

Director, Design & Engineering

B.S., Civil Engineering, University of Wyoming, 1988

M.S., Geotechnical Engineering, University of Washington,
1995

Ryan Kronzer, AlA,
LEED, AP

Manager, Design

BA, Architecture, University of Minnesota, 1997
Masters of Architecture, University of Minnesota, 2000

Robin Caufman

Assistant Director, Administration,
Public Involvement & Communications

B.S. Environmental Studies, University of Minnesota College
of Natural Resources, 1994

Master of Urban and Regional Planning, University of

Minnesota, Humphrey Institute, 2001

Sam O’Connell, AICP

Manager, Public Involvement

B.S. Geography, Minnesota State University Mankato, 2010

Mike Janish, PE

Manager, Project Controls

B.S. Civil Engineering, University of Minnesota, 2000

Kelcie Campbell, AICP

Environmental Specialist

B.S., Political Science; Biological Aspects of Conservation,
University of Wisconsin-Madison, 2006

Master of Urban and Regional Planning, University of
Minnesota, Humphrey Institute, 2008

List of Preparers

B-1
May 2016




SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION)

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Minnesota Department of Transportation

Name

Role

Education

James Deluca

Environmental Mitigation Specialist,

Hazardous and Contaminated Materials

B.S., Geology, University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1982

M.S., Geology, Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State
University, 1986

Greg Mathis Cultural Resource Specialist, MnHPO B.A., Geography, University of Nebraska — Lincoln, 1994
Coordination M.C.R.P, Community and Regional Planning, University of

Nebraska — Lincoln, 2000

Aaron Tag Manager, ROW/Permits B.S., Civil Engineering, University of Minnesota — Twin Cities,
2004

Consultants

Name Role Education

CH2M HILL

Charlie Webb Project Manager M.S., Urban and Regional Planning, University of lowa, 1993
B.S., Management Systems, Milwaukee School of
Engineering, 1991

Dan Dupies Environmental Documentation Master of Urban Planning, University of Wisconsin at

Milwaukee, 1982

B. S. Political Science, University of Wisconsin at Stevens
Point, 1980

Tom Priestley

Visual Quality and Aesthetics

Ph.D., Environmental Planning, Department of Landscape
Architecture, University of California, Berkeley, 1988

M.C.P., City Planning, Department of City and Regional
Planning, University of California, Berkeley, 1976

M.L.A., Environmental Planning, Department of Landscape
Architecture, University of California, Berkeley, 1974

B.U.P., Urban Planning, Department of Urban and Regional
Planning, University of lllinois, 1969

Michael Hoffman

Parks and Recreation Areas,
Section 4(f)

Master of Urban and Regional Planning, Portland State
University, 2004

B.A., English, Binghamton University, 1993

Jason Reynolds

Environmental Planner, Resource
Category Manager

B.S., City and Regional Planning, California Polytechnic State
University, San Luis Obispo, 1994

Zach Bentzler

Environmental Planner, Resource
Category Manager

M.U.P., Urban and Regional Planning, University of Wisconsin —
Milwaukee, 2011

B.S., Geography, University of Wisconsin — La Crosse, 2009

Carol Ann Sersland,
AICP, GISP

Environmental Planner, Resource
Category Manager

B.S. Recreation Resource Management, University of
Minnesota, 1981

Jeff Crisafulli

Technical Editor

B.A., English, Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State University,
1990

Michelle Rather

Environmental Planner, Quality
Control

B.A., English, University of California, Irvine, 2002

Jill Kramer

Environmental Planner

B.S. Political Economy of Natural Resources, University of
California, Berkeley, 1990

Masters of Urban Planning and Policy, University of lllinois,
Chicago, 1994
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Name

Role

Education

Leon Skiles & Associates

Leon Skiles

Environmental Specialist, Section
4(f), Resource Category Manager

Masters in Urban and Regional Planning, University of
Oregon, Eugene, 1985

B.A., History, University of Oregon, Eugene, 1979

Zan Associates

Dan Edgerton, AICP

Environmental Planner, Resource
Category Manager

M.A., Urban and Regional Planning, Minnesota State
University — Mankato, 2007

B.S., Finance, Insurance and Real Estate, St. Cloud State
University, 2006

Kadence Hampton

Environmental Planner

M.U.R.P., Urban and Regional Planning, University of
Minnesota, 2014

B.S., Environmental Science and Policy, St. Edward’s
University, 2012

Bolton & Menk, Inc.

Mary Gute, AICP

Deputy Project Manager

M.S., Urban and Regional Planning, University of lowa, 2001

M.P.A., Public Administration, Southwest Texas State
University, 1999

B.S., Anthropology/Environmental Studies, lowa State
University, 1994

Anderson Engineering

Benjamin Hodapp, PWS

Wetlands and Water Resources

M.S., Water Resources Management, University of Wisconsin-
Madison, 2002

B.S., Biology, Ecology, Minnesota State University- Mankato,
1999

Joe Aden

Geographic Information Systems

Geomatics Advanced Technical Certificate, St. Paul College,
2007

Lucy Dahl Kozub

Wetlands and Water Resources

B.S., Environmental Science, University of Wisconsin, River
Falls, 2011

Cross-Spectrum Acoustics

Lance Meister, INCE
Member

Noise and Vibration

B.S. Civil Engineering, Temple University, Philadelphia, PA,
1994, Magna Cum Laude

Herb Singleton, PE, INCE
Board Certified

Noise and Vibration

B.S., Mechanical Engineering, Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, 1995

106 Group

Jennifer Bring

Cultural Resources — Section 106

B.A., Anthropology-Archaeology Emphasis, Minnesota State
University Moorhead, 2001

Historical Archaeology

Saleh Miller Cultural Resources — Architecture M.S., Historic Preservation, School of the Art Institute of
History Chicago, 2006
B.A., Art History with Architectural History emphasis,
University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee, 2003
Anne Ketz Cultural Resources — Archaeology/ M.A., Historical Archaeology, University of Massachusetts,

Boston, 1986

B.A., Ancient History/Archaeology, University of Manchester,
England, 1980

Peer Halvorsen

Cultural Resources — Archaeology

B.A., Anthropology, Hamline University, 2005

Nathan Moe

GIS/Graphics

B.A., Urban and Regional Studies, University of Minnesota,
Duluth, 2003

AutoCAD Certification, Ketiv Technologies, 2007

Toole Design Group

Hannah Pritchard

Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis

B.S., Civil Engineering, Michigan State University, 2004
M.S., Civil Engineering, Michigan State University, 2009
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Name Role

Education

Bloomfield Environmental, LLC

Robert Pearson, Ph.D., PE | Electromagnetic Fields and
Electromagnetic Interference

Ph.D. Environmental Sciences, Colorado State University, Fort
Collins. 1973

M.S. Environmental Sciences, Colorado State University, Fort
Collins. 1971

Professional Geophysical Engineer, Department of
Geophysics, Colorado School of Mines, Golden. 1968

AECOM

Kim Proia Project Manager B.S., Civil Engineering, Purdue University, West Lafayette,
1994

Ted Axt Deputy Project Manager B.S. Civil and Environmental Engineering, University of

Wisconsin- Madison, 1987
M.S. Civil Engineering, Georgia Institute of Technology, 1994

Kimley-Horn

Mark Bishop Civil Lead

B.E. Civil Engineering, University of Florida, 1993
M.E. Structural Engineering, University of Florida, 1994

JoNette Kuhnau Traffic Lead — Civil East

M.S. Civil Engineering, Pennsylvania State University, 2001
B.S. Civil Engineering, lowa State University, 2000

SRF

Don Demers Civil West Lead

B.C.E., University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, 1989

Pat Corkle

Traffic Engineering Lead

B.C.E., University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, 1992

Sambatek

Brady Busselman Water Resources Lead - East

B.S., Civil Engineering, South Dakota State University, 2001

WSB

Earth Evans Water Resources Lead - West

B.S., Civil Engineering, University of North Dakota, 1997
M.S., Civil Engineering, University of Minnesota, 2007
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APPENDIX C
Supporting Documents and Technical Reports (Incorporated by Reference)

The following supporting documents and technical reports are incorporated by reference in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). All documents are available with the Final EIS at www.swlrt.org,
unless otherwise noted. A hard copy of each document listed below can also be viewed at the Southwest
Light Rail Transit (LRT) Project Office located at 6465 Wayzata Boulevard., Suite 5000, St. Louis Park, MN
55426.

1. Hennepm County Regional Rallroad Authority (HCRRA) 2003. Southwest Rail TranSIt Study Available

fea51b111tv study.html. The purpose of this report was to determine if rail transit should be part of the
transportation strategy for the southwest metropolitan area. The report recommended further study
on four LRT alternatives.

2. Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA). 2007. Southwest Transitway Alternatives
Analysis Final Report. Available at: http://old.swilrtcommunityworks.org/technical-
documents/cat view/57-archive/4-alternatives-analysis.html. This report identifies and compares
the benefits, costs, and impacts of a range of transit options for the Southwest Corridor. Alternatives
identified as most likely to meet Project goals were recommended for further evaluation in future
steps of the Project Development process.

3. Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA). 2008. Coordination Plan for the Preparation
of the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement. This plan provides coordination
practices and procedures in support of the Draft EIS process to comply with various federal and state
environmental regulations (updated in 2014).

4. Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA). 2009/2012. Southwest Transitway Scoping
Summary Report. Available at: http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Projects/Current-
Projects/Southwest-LRT/Environmental/Scoping.aspx. This report summarizes the results of the
Draft EIS scoping process. The scoping process obtained public input on the Project purpose and need,
identified potential options to address the purpose and need, and identified environmental issues
associated with the proposed project to analyze in the Draft EIS. On September 25, 2012, the HCRRA
amended the Southwest Transitway Scoping Summary Report (which serves as the Scoping Decision
Document under Minnesota Environmental Policy Act [MEPA]) to include the impacts of relocating
freight rail for the four build alternatives and including a co-location alternative where freight rail,
light rail, and the commuter bike trail collocate, share a common corridor, between Louisiana Avenue
and Penn Avenue. The amendment was authorized with approval of Board Action Request 12-HCRRA-
0049 (see http://board.co.hennepin.mn.us/sirepub/cache/246/juuhuxgpx4u3its4gkpavijss/
20603007282015012432598.PDF). Notice of the amendment to the scoping report was issued in the
Environmental Quality Board Monitor on October 15, 2012.

5. Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA). 2012. Southwest Transitway Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. October 2012. Available at:
http://www.metrocouncil.com/Transportation/Projects/Current-Projects/Southwest-
LRT/Environmental/DEIS.aspx. The Draft EIS describes and discusses the purpose and need for the
project, alternatives considered, impacts to those alternatives, and agencies and persons consulted.
The Draft EIS also includes the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation and identifies potential effects that the
alternatives could have on Section 106 historic resources.

6. Metropolitan Council (Council). 2013. Southwest Light Rail Transit Operations and Maintenance
Facility Basis of Design Report. Available at: http://metrocouncil.org/METC/files /44 /44a219c7-244c-
42ab-b9fb-000403597551.pdf. This report documents the methodology used in defining the
functional and operating requirements for the proposed operations and maintenance facility to store,
service, and maintain the light rail vehicles.
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7.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2014a. Kenilworth Corridor Vegetation Inventory. This report provides
a vegetation inventory in the Kenilworth corridor to inform potential future landscaping design.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2014b. Opus Hill Tree Survey. This document provides a summary of
the tree survey and impacts in the City of Minnetonka Opus Hill Woodland Preservation Area.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2014c. SWLRT West Construction Impacts Summary. This report
provides a list of construction activities and potential impacts in the western portion of the Project as
well as a list of mitigation measures to be implemented during construction.

Metropolitan Council (Council) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) (Council and FTA). 2014d.
Agency Coordination Plan for the Southwest LRT (Green Line Extension) Project. This plan is an update
to the Agency Coordination Plan completed for the Draft EIS to reflect current coordination practices
and procedures. The plan provides the structure for coordination among FTA, Metropolitan Council,
participating agencies, and the public during the Supplemental Draft EIS and Final EIS processes to
comply with various federal and state environmental regulations.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015a. Communications and Public Involvement Plan (CPIP). This plan
identifies key business and community groups within the Southwest LRT Corridor and strategies to
maximize opportunities for public involvement and communication during the design and
construction process of the Southwest LRT Project.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015b. (PEC)-East Traffic Technical Memorandum and Update 1. This
report provides the methodology, assumptions and results of the traffic analysis used to define the scope of
the project improvements and evaluate potential traffic impacts of the Project. The study area includes all
intersections and at-grade crossings from east of 11th Avenue in Hopkins to the Target Field Station in
Minneapolis. Update 1 (August 6, 2015) was prepared in response to the design adjustments approved by
the Council. The traffic analysis was updated for areas affected by the adjustments: Blake Station, Louisiana
Station, and Beltline Station.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015c. (PEC)-West Traffic Technical Memorandum. This report provides
the methodology, assumptions, and results of the traffic analysis used to define the scope of the project
improvements and evaluate potential traffic impacts of the Project. The study area includes all intersections
and at-grade crossings from SouthWest Station in Eden Prairie to east of 11th Avenue in Hopkins.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015d. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases Analysis Methodology and
Results Technical Memorandum. This technical memorandum discusses the methodologies used to
evaluate the air quality and greenhouse gas impacts of the Southwest LRT Project.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015e. Bus Transit Operations Plan (Technical Memorandum).
Prepared by the Metropolitan Council through its Metro Transit Department of Service Development
Route and Systems Planning. This report documents the existing bus transit service in the Southwest
corridor and the No Build and Build Alternative transit service plans for the Southwest LRT Project.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015f. Cultural Resources Evaluation Supporting Documentation
Technical Memorandum. This memorandum summarizes and documents the technical reports used to
evaluate and determine the eligibility of archaeology and architecture/history resources within the
areas of potential effect.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015g. Southwest LRT Geology and Groundwater Evaluation
Supporting Documentation Technical Memorandum. This memorandum summarizes and documents
the technical reports used to evaluate geologic and groundwater conditions.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015h. Guide to the Supplemental Draft EIS. This guide highlights key
changes to the Project since the publication of the Draft EIS and focuses on the potential impacts that
have generated the most interest among residents of the Twin Cities region.
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015i. Southwest LRT Acquisitions Technical Report. This report
identifies the location, size, and number of parcels, and the type of property that may be acquired
and/or displaced to accommodate the Southwest LRT Project.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015j. Southwest Light Rail Transit (METRO Green Line Extension)
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. May 2015. Available at:
http://www.metrocouncil.org/swlrt/sdeis. The Supplemental Draft EIS augments the information
and analyses provided in the Draft EIS, focusing on changes that may result in significant adverse
environmental impacts of the proposed project. The document includes the Purpose and Need
Statement and provides a description of the process and analyses used to identify adjustments to the
Locally Preferred Alternative. The document also includes preliminary findings of effect on Section
106 historic resources and a Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation Update, which includes preliminary Section
4(f) determinations of use, de minimis use, and temporary occupancies.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015k. Southwest LRT EMI/EMF and Utility Impacts Supporting
Information. This report identifies the potential EMI-sensitive receptors of electromagnetic
field/electromagnetic interference (EMF/EMI) and provides information about methods used for
evaluation. This report also summarizes the underground and aboveground utilities that could be
affected by the construction the Southwest LRT Project based on the review of major public and
private utilities within or adjacent to the limits of disturbance, including water mains, sanitary sewer
lines, sanitary force mains, storm sewer lines, electrical transmission lines (above and below ground),
gas-main substations, gas lines, and communication infrastructure.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 20151. Surface Water Resources Evaluation Supporting Documentation
Technical Memorandum. This technical memorandum summarizes and documents the technical
reports that were used to evaluate water resources for the Southwest LRT Project.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015m. Draft Travel Demand Methodology & Forecast: Revision 4.
February 2016. This document summarizes the forecasting efforts for the Southwest LRT Project,
including the travel demand model methodology, validation of the travel demand model, and
alternatives and ridership estimates.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015n. Visual Quality Guidelines for Key Structures. This document
provides visual design guidelines for key structures throughout the proposed light rail alignment,
focusing on bridges and retaining walls and reflecting various coordination efforts with effected local
jurisdictions.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 20150. Southwest LRT Project Identification of Grant-Funded Parks and
Natural Areas Technical Memorandum. This technical memorandum documents the analysis of the
proximity of Section 6(f) properties to the Southwest Light Rail Transit Project.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015p. Southwest LRT Community Events, Meetings, and Presentations
Summary Report. This report includes a summary of all of the community events, meetings, and
presentations conducted for the Southwest Light Rail Transit (LRT) Project from 2013 through March
2016. This includes dates, locations, a summary of participants, and topics discussed.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015q. Southwest LRT Habitat Analysis. Spatial data was analyzed to
assess the existing land cover within the vicinity of the proposed Southwest LRT Project in order to
quantify and evaluate the existing habitat that is present within a defined habitat study area.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015r. Southwest LRT Migratory Bird Analysis. The analysis involved a
review of the regulatory status of the bird species that have been observed in Hennepin County.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015s. Hazardous and Contaminated Materials Evaluation Supporting
Documentation Technical Memorandum. This technical memorandum summarizes and documents the
technical reports (Phase I and Phase Il Environmental Site Assessments) that were used to identify
and evaluate locations of areas with soil and groundwater contamination.

Appendix C Supporting Documents and Technical Reports (Incorporated by Reference) C-3

May 2016


http://www.metrocouncil.org/swlrt/sdeis.	The	Supplemental	

SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

30. Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015t. Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment Summary. This
technical memorandum summarizes the Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment results by site.

31. Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015u. Safety and Security Management Plan (SSMP). This plan
documents considerations for safety and security in the design and construction of the Project,
covering requirements for safety and security design criteria, hazard analyses, threat and
vulnerability analyses, construction safety and security, operational staff training, and emergency
response measures, as well as actions and requirements.

32. Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015v. SWLRT East Construction Impacts Summary. This report
provides an overview of potential construction activities and duration as well as construction
sequencing for the eastern portion of the project.

33. Metropolitan Council (Council). 2016a. Southwest LRT 90 Percent Plans. Developed by the Southwest
LRT Project Engineering team, these plans represent approximately 90% design for the project scope
adopted by the Metropolitan Council in July 2015.

34. Metropolitan Council (Council). 2016b. Construction Contingency Plan . Sets forth procedures to be
followed by all Project personnel, contractors and subcontractors in the even that previously
unidentified unexpected contaminated soil, groundwater or regulated materials are encountered.

35. Metropolitan Council (Council). 2016c. Cedar Lake Parkway/I-394 Light Rail Alignment Assessment
Technical Memorandum. Assessment of a proposed light rail alignment along Cedar Lake Parkway/I-
394.

Appendix C Supporting Documents and Technical Reports (Incorporated by Reference) C-4
May 2016



Appendix D
Sources and References Cited







SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION)
APPENDIX D

Sources and References Cited

A
AECOM. 2015. AECOM Travel Demand Model. Prepared for Southwest Light Rail Transit Project.

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO). 2012. Guide for the
Development of Bicycle Facilities, 4th Edition. Available at:
https://bookstore.transportation.org/collection detail.aspx?ID=116.

American Public Transportation Association (APTA). 2014. Public Transportation Fact Book. Available at:

http://www.apta.com/resources/statistics/Documents/FactBook/2014-APTA-Fact-Book.pdf. Accessed June
8,2015.

ATS Consulting. 2008. Vibration Measurements and Predictions for Central Corridor LRT Project. Prepared for
Metropolitan Council. Available at: http://www.metrocouncil.org/METC/files /43 /4380d8d7-dc02-4d3e-
a2c4-8e108d95008e.pdf.

Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2015. Databases, Tables, & Calculators by Subject: MN-WI Metropolitan Statistical
Area 2000-2013. Available at: http://data.bls.gov/timeseries/LAUMT273346000000006?data tool=XGtable.

Burkhardt, Michael, Rossi, Luca, and Boller, Marcus. 2008. “Diffuse Release of Environmental Hazards by
Railways.” Desalination, Volume 226, Issues 1-3, Pages 106-113. Available at:
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00119164/226.

Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF). 2011. Utility Accommodation Policy. Available at:
https://www.bnsf.com/communities/faqs/pdf/utility.pdf.

Burns & McDonnell. 2014. Southwest Light Rail Transit: Kenilworth Shallow LRT Tunnels Water Resources
Evaluation. Available at: http://metrocouncil.org/METC/files/d9/d93aal10d-e84a-4176-82e9-

al19bee8ad0f2.pdf.
C

California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS). 1983. Energy and Transportation Systems. Available
at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/research/researchreports/1981-1988/energytranssystems 1983.pdf.

Callaghan, Peter. 2015. Job growth in Twm Cities Driven by 'Suburban Edge, Accordmg to Met CounCII Report.
May 2015. Available at: https:

driven-suburban-edge-according- met council- report MinnPost.

Cavanaugh, Patricia. 2006. Politics and Freeways: Building the Twin Cities Interstate System. University of
Minnesota. Available at:

https://conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/11299/2082 /Freeways.pdf?sequence=1.

Center for Transit-Oriented Development. 2011. Rails to Real Estate, Development Patterns Along Three New
Transit Lines. http://ctod.org/pdfs/2011R2R.pdf

Citizens for a Loring Park Community. 2013. Loring Park Neighborhood Master Plan. Available at:
www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped/projects/loringparkplan.

City of Eden Prairie. 2004. Golden Triangle Land Use/Multi-Modal Transportation Study. Available at:
http://www.edenprairie.org/home/showdocument?id=7815

C1ty of Eden Prairie. 2006 Eden Prairie Major Center Area Study. City of Eden Prairie, MN. Avallable at

Center area- studv

Sources and References Cited D-1
May 2016


https://bookstore.transportation.org/collection_detail.aspx?ID=116
http://www.apta.com/resources/statistics/Documents/FactBook/2014-APTA-Fact-Book.pdf
http://www.metrocouncil.org/METC/files/43/4380d8d7-dc02-4d3e-a2c4-8e108d95008e.pdf
http://www.metrocouncil.org/METC/files/43/4380d8d7-dc02-4d3e-a2c4-8e108d95008e.pdf
http://data.bls.gov/timeseries/LAUMT273346000000006?data_tool=XGtable
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00119164/226
https://www.bnsf.com/communities/faqs/pdf/utility.pdf
http://metrocouncil.org/METC/files/d9/d93aa10d-e84a-4176-82e9-a19bee8ad0f2.pdf
http://metrocouncil.org/METC/files/d9/d93aa10d-e84a-4176-82e9-a19bee8ad0f2.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/research/researchreports/1981-1988/energytranssystems_1983.pdf
https://www.minnpost.com/politics-policy/2015/05/job-growth-twin-cities-driven-suburban-edge-according-met-council-report
https://www.minnpost.com/politics-policy/2015/05/job-growth-twin-cities-driven-suburban-edge-according-met-council-report
https://conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/11299/2082/Freeways.pdf?sequence=1
http://ctod.org/pdfs/2011R2R.pdf
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped/projects/loringparkplan
http://www.edenprairie.org/home/showdocument?id=7815
http://www.edenprairie.org/city-government/departments/community-development/planning/major-center-area-study
http://www.edenprairie.org/city-government/departments/community-development/planning/major-center-area-study

SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

City of Eden Prairie. 2007. Town Center Design Guidelines. Available at:
http://www.edenprairie.org/home/showdocument?id=330.

City of Eden Prairie. 2009. Comprehensive Guide Plan. Available at: www.edenprairie.org/city-
overnment/departments/community-development/planning/comprehensive-guide-plan.

City of Eden Prairie. 2014a. 2014-15 Budget. Available at:
http://www.edenprairie.org/home/showdocument?id=3071. Accessed May 5, 2015.

City of Eden Prairie. 2014b. Capital Improvement Plan-Draft 2015 to 2024. Available at:
http://edenprairie.org/home/showdocument?id=3778.

C1ty of Eden Prairie. 2015 Drinking Water FrequentIyAsked Questions. Avallable at

City of Hopkins. 2007. Hopkins Station Area Plan. Available at:
http://www.hopkinsmn.com/transportation/pdf/station-area-report.pdf.

City of Hopkins. 2009a. Blake Road Corridor Small Area Plan. May 19, 2009. Available at:
http://www.hopkinsmn.com/development/current/blake/pdf/blake-rd-small-area-plan.pdf.

City of Hopkins. 2009b. Hopkins Comprehensive Plan. Available at:
www.hopkinsmn.com/development/plan/index.php.

City of Hopkins. 2015a. Annual Budget January 1 - December 31, 2015. Available at:
http://www.hopkinsmn.com/budget/pdf/2015-budget.pdf. Accessed May 5, 2015.

City of Hopkins. 2015b. Economic Development, Light Rail Transit. Available at:
http://www.hopkinsmn.com/lightrail /index.php.

City of Hopkins. 2015c. Hopkins Highlights, 2014 Drinking Water Report. Available at:
http://www.hopkinsmn.com/services/water/pdf/water-quality2014.pdf.

City of Minneapolis. 2005a. Bryn Mawr Neighborhood Land Use Plan. Available at:
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-
085291.pdf.

City of Minneapolis. 2005b. Midtown Minneapolis Land Use and Development Plan. Available at:
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-
085287.pdf.

City of Minneapolis. 2007a. Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan. Available at:
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped/planning/cped basset-creek.

Clty of Mlnneapolls 2007b. Mldtown Corrldor Hlstorlc Brldge Study. Avallable at

City of Minneapolis. 2007c. Minneapolis Parks and Recreation Board Comprehensive Plan. Available at:
https://www.minneapolisparks.org/ asset/9h521q/comprehensive plan.pdf.

City of Minneapolis. 2008. Uptown Small Area Plan. Available at:
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped/planning/cped uptown-plan.

City of Minneapolis. 2009a. Street & Sidewalk Design Guidelines. Available at:
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/publicworks/transplan/comp/public-works trans-plan designguidelines.

City of Minneapolis. 2009b. The Minneapolis Plan for Sustainable Growth. Available at:
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped/planning/cped comp plan update draft plan. Amended 2011.

City of Minneapolis. 2010. Bicycle Facility Design Guidelines. Available at:
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/publicworks/transplan/com ublic-works trans-plan designguidelines.

Sources and References Cited D-2
May 2016


http://www.edenprairie.org/home/showdocument?id=330
http://www.edenprairie.org/city-government/departments/community-development/planning/comprehensive-guide-plan
http://www.edenprairie.org/city-government/departments/community-development/planning/comprehensive-guide-plan
http://www.edenprairie.org/home/showdocument?id=3071
http://edenprairie.org/home/showdocument?id=3778
http://www.edenprairie.org/community/living-green/groundwater-and-drinking-water/drinking-water-faq
http://www.edenprairie.org/community/living-green/groundwater-and-drinking-water/drinking-water-faq
http://www.hopkinsmn.com/transportation/pdf/station-area-report.pdf
http://www.hopkinsmn.com/development/current/blake/pdf/blake-rd-small-area-plan.pdf
http://www.hopkinsmn.com/development/plan/index.php
http://www.hopkinsmn.com/budget/pdf/2015-budget.pdf
http://www.hopkinsmn.com/lightrail/index.php
http://www.hopkinsmn.com/services/water/pdf/water-quality2014.pdf
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-085291.pdf
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-085291.pdf
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-085287.pdf
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-085287.pdf
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped/planning/cped_basset-creek
http://midtowngreenway.org/files/mgc/ckfinder/files/MidtownCorridorHistoricBridgeStudy5-30-07.pdf
https://www.minneapolisparks.org/_asset/9h52lq/comprehensive_plan.pdf
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped/planning/cped_uptown-plan
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/publicworks/transplan/comp/public-works_trans-plan_designguidelines
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped/planning/cped_comp_plan_update_draft_plan
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/publicworks/transplan/comp/public-works_trans-plan_designguidelines

SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

City of Minneapolis. 2011. Access Minneapolis. Ten Year Transportation Action Plan. Available at:
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/publicworks/transplan/public-works trans-plan index.

City of Minneapolis. 2013a. Loring Park Neighborhood Master Plan. October 2013. Available at:
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www /groups/public/@cped /documents/webcontent/wcms1p-

117862.pdf.

City of Minneapolis. 2013b. Minneapolis Climate Action Plan. Available at:
www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@citycoordinator/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-
113598.pdf.

City of Minneapolis. 2014. Minneapolis Bicycle and Pedestrian Count Report. Available at:

http://minneapolismn.gov/ www/groups/public ublicworks/documents/images/wcms1p-135319.pdf.
Accessed: February 2015.

City of Minneapolis. 2015a. 2015 Budget. Available at:
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/finance/budget/2015adopted. Accessed May 5, 2015.

City of Minneapolis. 2015b. Minneapolis Water Facts. Available at:
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/publicworks /water /water waterfacts

City of Minneapolis. 2015c. Kenilworth Trail Bicycle Volumes. Provided for the Southwest Light Rail Transit
Project.

City of Minneapolis and Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority. 2010. Southwest Transitway Station
Area Strategic Planning. December 2010. Available at: http://old.swlrtcommunityworks.org/station-area-

planning.html.

City of Minneapolis Community Planning and Economic Development Department, Planning Division. 2000.
The Minneapolis Plan. Available at: http://www.minneapolismn.gov/cped/planning/cped mplsplan.

City of Minneapolis Community Planning and Economic Development Department. 2009. Lyn-Lake Small
Area Plan. Available at:
www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/convert 273408.pdf.

Clty of Mlnneapohs Planmng Department. 2003 Downtown East/North Loop Master Plan. Avallable at:

City of Minneapolis Planning Department. 2007. Midtown Greenway Land Use Development Plan. Available at:
www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/convert 266361.pdf.

City of Minneapolis Planning Department. 2010. North Loop Small Area Plan. April 2010. Available at:
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/convert 274477.pd
£

City of Minnetonka, 2008. 2030 Comprehensive Guide Plan. Available at:
http://eminnetonka.com/planning/comprehensive-guide-plan.

City of Minnetonka. 2014. 2013 Minnetonka Drinking Water Report. Available at:
http://eminnetonka.com/documents/utilitydocs/tap-water-quality-report-2013.pdf.

City of Minnetonka. 2015a. 2015 Budget. Available at:
http://www.eminnetonka.com/documents/2015 budget.pdf. Accessed May 5, 2015.

City of Minnetonka. 2015b. Planning Projects: At Home Apartments, 5709 Rowland Road. Available at:
http://eminnetonka.com/current-projects/planning-projects/1132-at-home-apartments.

City of Minnetonka. 2015c. Planning Projects: Music Barn Apartments, 5740 & 5750 Shady Oak Road. Available
at: http://eminnetonka.com/current-projects/planning-projects/1279-music-barn-apts.

City of St. Louis Park. 2003. Elmwood Area Land Use, Transit and Transportation Study. Available at:
http://www.stlouispark.org/pdf/ElmwoodReport.pdf.

Sources and References Cited D-3
May 2016


http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/publicworks/transplan/public-works_trans-plan_index
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-117862.pdf
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-117862.pdf
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@citycoordinator/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-113598.pdf
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@citycoordinator/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-113598.pdf
http://minneapolismn.gov/%20www/groups/public/@publicworks/documents/images/wcms1p-135319.pdf
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/finance/budget/2015adopted
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/publicworks/water/water_waterfacts
http://old.swlrtcommunityworks.org/station-area-planning.html
http://old.swlrtcommunityworks.org/station-area-planning.html
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/cped/planning/cped_mplsplan
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/convert_273408.pdf
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped/planning/master-plans_downtown-east-north-loop_index
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/convert_266361.pdf
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/convert_274477.pdf
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/convert_274477.pdf
http://eminnetonka.com/planning/comprehensive-guide-plan
http://eminnetonka.com/documents/utilitydocs/tap-water-quality-report-2013.pdf
http://www.eminnetonka.com/documents/2015_budget.pdf
http://eminnetonka.com/current-projects/planning-projects/1132-at-home-apartments
http://eminnetonka.com/current-projects/planning-projects/1279-music-barn-apts
http://www.stlouispark.org/pdf/ElmwoodReport.pdf

SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

City of St. Louis Park. 2007. Connect the Park! 10-Year Plan. Available at:
http://www.stlouispark.org/connect-the-park/connect-the-park.html.

City of St. Louis Park. 2009. St. Louis Park Comprehensive Plan. Available at:
www.stlouispark.org/comprehensive-plan.html.

City of St. Louis Park. 2012. Beltline Area Framework and Design Guidelines. Available at:
www.stlouispark.org/webfiles /file/community-dev/beltline guidelines final 11 1 2012.pdf.

City of St. Louis Park. 2014. Water Report 2013. Available at:
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles /file /public-works /2013 water report final.pdf.

City of St. Louis Park. 2015a. 2015 Budget and 2015-2024 Capital Improvement Program (Adopted December
15, 2014). Available at: http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file /finance/2015-Budget-Final-Property-Tax-
Levies.pdf. Accessed May 5, 2015.

City of St. Louis Park. 2015b. Development Activity in St. Louis Park, Project in the Works. Available at:
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles /file /community-dev/dev projects update april 22 2015.pdf.

Clinton, William. 1994. Executive Order 12898. Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority

Populations and Low-Income Populations. Available at: http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/executive-
orders/pdf/12898.pdf.

Corridors of Opportunity (now The Partnership for Regional Opportunity). 2014. Community Outreach and
Engagement. Available at: http://www.corridorsofopportunity.org/activities /engagement.

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). 1997. Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National
Environmental Policy Act. Available at:
http://energy.gov/sites /prod/files /nepapub/nepa documents/RedDont/G-CEQ-ConsidCumulEffects.pdf.

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). 2005. Guidance on the Consideration of Past Actions in Cumulative
Effects Analysis. Available at: http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/nepapub/nepa documents/RedDont/G-
CEQ-PastActsCumulEffects.pdf.

Craul, Phillip ]. 1985. A Description of Urban Soils and Their Desired Characteristics. Journal of Arboriculture.
Available at: http://joa.isa-arbor.com/articles.asp?JournallD=1&VolumelD=11&IssuelD=11.

D

Diaz, R.B, et al. 1999. Impact of Rail Transit On Property Values. Available at:
http://reconnectingamerica.org/assets/Uploads/bestpractice083.pdf.

E

EMI Threat Assessment, Progress Review Meeting. Field Management Services, 123 N. Laurel St., Los
Angeles, CA 90048, November 20, 2009.

F

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2004a. Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) No. 27053C0356E,
Bassett Creek. Available at: http://msc.fema.gov/portal.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2004b. Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) No. 27053C0342E,
Minnehaha Creek. Available at: http://msc.fema.gov/portal.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2004c. Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) No. 27053C0341E,
Nine Mile Creek (North Fork) Floodplain. Available at: http://msc.fema.gov/portal.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2004d. Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) No. 27053C0435E,
Nine Mile Creek (South Fork) Floodplain. Available at: http://msc.fema.gov/portal.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2004e. Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) No. 27053C0430E,
Purgatory Creek Floodplain. Available at: http://msc.fema.gov/portal.

Sources and References Cited D-4
May 2016


http://www.stlouispark.org/connect-the-park/connect-the-park.html
http://www.stlouispark.org/comprehensive-plan.html
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-dev/beltline_guidelines_final_11_1_2012.pdf
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/public-works/2013_water_report_final.pdf
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/finance/2015-Budget-Final-Property-Tax-Levies.pdf
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/finance/2015-Budget-Final-Property-Tax-Levies.pdf
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-dev/dev_projects_update_april_22_2015.pdf
http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/executive-orders/pdf/12898.pdf
http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/executive-orders/pdf/12898.pdf
http://www.corridorsofopportunity.org/activities/engagement
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/nepapub/nepa_documents/RedDont/G-CEQ-ConsidCumulEffects.pdf
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/nepapub/nepa_documents/RedDont/G-CEQ-PastActsCumulEffects.pdf
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/nepapub/nepa_documents/RedDont/G-CEQ-PastActsCumulEffects.pdf
http://joa.isa-arbor.com/articles.asp?JournalID=1&VolumeID=11&IssueID=11
http://reconnectingamerica.org/assets/Uploads/bestpractice083.pdf
http://msc.fema.gov/portal
http://msc.fema.gov/portal
http://msc.fema.gov/portal
http://msc.fema.gov/portal
http://msc.fema.gov/portal

SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2007. Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) No. 27053C0361E,
South Oak Lake Floodplain. Available at: http://msc.fema.gov/portal.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2014a. Flood Zones. Available at:
https://www.fema.gov/floodplain-management/flood-zones.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2014b. Zone AE and A1-30. Available at:
http://www.fema.gov/floodplain-management/zone-ae-and-a1-30.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 1987. Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental and
Section 4(f) Documents. Technical Advisory T 6640.8A. Federal Highway Administration, Office of
Environmental Policy, Washington, DC. Available at:

http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/guidebook/vol2 /doc7i.pdf.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 1988. Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects. Publication
FHWA-HI-88-054. Available at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/downloads/visual/FHWAVisuallmpactAssmt.pdf.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2003a. Interim Guidance: Questions and Answers Regarding
Indirect and Cumulative Impact Considerations in the NEPA Process. Available at:
https://www.environment.thwa.dot.gov/guidebook/gaimpact.asp.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2003b. Program Guide, Utility Relocation and Accommodation on
Federal-Aid Highway Projects. Available at: https: //www.fthwa.dot.gov/reports/utilguid /if03014.pdf.
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2006. Shared-Use Path Level of Service Calculator: A User’s Guide.
Available at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/pedbike/05138/05138.pdf.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2009. Technical Manual for Design and Construction of Road
Tunnels - Civil Elements. Available at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge /tunnel/pubs/nhi09010/index.cfm.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2012a. Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic
Analyszs in NEPA. Available at:

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2012b. Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic
Analysis in NEPA - Appendix C. Available at:
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air quality/air toxics/policy and guidance/aqintguidapc.cfm.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2012c. Section 4(f) Policy Paper. Federal Highway Administration,
Office of Planning, Environment and Realty, Project Development and Environmental Review, Washington,
DC. Available at: http://environment.thwa.dot.gov/4f/4fpolicy.asp.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2015a. Grand Rounds Scenic Byway. Available at:
http://www.thwa.dot.gov/byways/byways/2243.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2015b. Questions and Answers Regarding the Consideration of
Indirect and Cumulative Impacts in the NEPA Process. Federal Highway Administration, Environmental
Review Toolkit. Available at: https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/projdev/qaimpact.asp.

Field Management Services. 2009. University of Minnesota Central Corridor Light Rail Project EMI Threat
Assessment, Progress Review Meeting.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 2011. Project and Construction Management Guidelines (2011 Update).
Available at: http://www.fta.dot.gov/FTA Project and CM Guidelines - July 2011 Update 12-01-26.pdf.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. Publication
FTA-VA-90-1003-06. United States Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, Office of
Planning and Environment, Washington, DC. May 2006. Available at:
http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf.

Sources and References Cited D-5
May 2016


http://msc.fema.gov/portal
https://www.fema.gov/floodplain-management/flood-zones
http://www.fema.gov/floodplain-management/zone-ae-and-a1-30
http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/guidebook/vol2/doc7i.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/downloads/visual/FHWAVisualImpactAssmt.pdf
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/guidebook/qaimpact.asp
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/reports/utilguid/if03014.pdf
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/pedbike/05138/05138.pdf
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/tunnel/pubs/nhi09010/index.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/policy_and_guidance/aqintguidmem.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/policy_and_guidance/aqintguidapc.cfm
http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/4f/4fpolicy.asp
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/byways/byways/2243
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/projdev/qaimpact.asp
http://www.fta.dot.gov/FTA_Project_and_CM_Guidelines_-_July_2011_Update_12-01-26.pdf
http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf

SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2008a. FTA Circular C 5010.1D, Grant Management Requirements.
November 1, 2008. Available at: http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/C 5010 1D Finalpub.pdf.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2008b. “Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement on The Proposed Southwest Transitway Project In Hennepin County, Minnesota.” Federal Register.
September 23, 2008. Available at: https: //www.federalregister.gov/articles/2008/09/23 /E8-22257/
preparation-of-an-environmental-impact-statement-on-the-proposed-southwest-transitway-project-in.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA), 2008c. Guidance on the Prevention and Mitigation of Environmental,
Health and Safety Impacts of Electromagnetic Fields and Radiation for Electric Transit Systems. Federal Transit
Administration, Office of Planning and Environment, Washington DC. 2008. Available at:
http://www.wovenwire.com/reference/electrom,agnetic--document.pdf

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2010. Rail Safety - State Safety Oversight Program. Available at:
http://transit-safety.volpe.dot.gov/Safety/oversight.asp.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2011. Issues in Bus Rapid Transit. Available at:
http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/issues.pdf.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2012a. FTA Circular C 4703.1, Environmental Justice Policy Guidance
for Federal Transit Administration Recipients. United States Department of Transportation, Federal Transit
Administration. August 15, 2012. Available at: http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA E] Circular 7.14-

12 FINAL.pdf.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2012b. FTA Circular C 4702.1B, Title VI Requirements and Guidelines
for Federal Transit Administration Recipients. Effective October 1, 2012. United States Department of
Transportation, Federal Transit Administration. October 1, 2012. Available at:

http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA Title VI FINAL.pdf.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2012c. FTA Circular C5800.1, Safety and Security Management
Guidance for Major Capital Projects. United States Department of Transportation, Federal Transit

Administration. August 1, 2007. Available at: http://www.fta.dot.gov/legislation law/12349 6930.html.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2012d. “Environmental Impact Statements; Notice of Availability for
Draft EIS Southwest Transitway Construction and Operation Light Rail Transit, Hennepin County, MN.”
Federal Register. October 12, 2012. Available at: http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-10-12/pdf/2012-

25154.pdf.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2013a. “Notice of Intent to Prepare a Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Southwest Light Rail Transit Extension Project (Formerly Referred
to as the Southwest Transitway).” Federal Register. July 22, 2013. Available at:
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2013-07-22 /pdf/2013-17506.pdf.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2013b. New and Small Starts Evaluation and Rating Process Final
Policy Guidance. August 2013. Available at: http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/NS-
SS Final PolicyGuidance August 2013.pdf.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2014a. FTA Circular C 7050.1, Federal Transit Administration Guidance
on Joint Development. August 25, 2014. Available at:
http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA C 7050 1 Guidance on Joint Development Circular.pdf.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2015a. Final Interim Policy Guidance: Federal Transit Administration
Capital Investment Grant Program. Available at: http://www.fta.dot.gov/12304.html.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2015b. Proposed Allocation of Funds for Fiscal Year 2016: Capital
Investment Grant Program (New Starts, Core Capacity and Small Starts). Available at:

http://www.fta.dot.gov/12304 16263.html.

Sources and References Cited D-6
May 2016


http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/C_5010_1D_Finalpub.pdf
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2008/09/23/E8-22257/preparation-of-an-environmental-impact-statement-on-the-proposed-southwest-transitway-project-in
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2008/09/23/E8-22257/preparation-of-an-environmental-impact-statement-on-the-proposed-southwest-transitway-project-in
http://www.wovenwire.com/reference/electrom,agnetic--document.pdf
http://transit-safety.volpe.dot.gov/Safety/oversight.asp
http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/issues.pdf
http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_EJ_Circular_7.14-12_FINAL.pdf
http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_EJ_Circular_7.14-12_FINAL.pdf
http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Title_VI_FINAL.pdf
http://www.fta.dot.gov/legislation_law/12349_6930.html
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-10-12/pdf/2012-25154.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-10-12/pdf/2012-25154.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2013-07-22/pdf/2013-17506.pdf
http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/NS-SS_Final_PolicyGuidance_August_2013.pdf
http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/NS-SS_Final_PolicyGuidance_August_2013.pdf
http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_C_7050_1_Guidance_on_Joint_Development_Circular.pdf
http://www.fta.dot.gov/12304.html
http://www.fta.dot.gov/12304_16263.html

SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2015c. “Environmental Impact Statements; Notice of Availability for
Supplemental Draft EIS Southwest Light Rail Transit (Metro Green Line Extension) ” Federal Register. May 22,

2015. Available at: https: //federalregister.gov/a/2015-12508.
Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2015d. “Environmental Impact Statements; Notice of Availability

(Amended Notices) for Supplemental Draft EIS Southwest Light Rail Transit (Metro Green Line Extension)”
Federal Register. June 5, 2105. Available at: https://federalregister.gov/a/2015-13787.

Fogarty, Nadine and Austin, Mason. 2011. Rails to Real Estate: Development Patterns Along Three New Transit
Lines. Center for Transit-Oriented Development. March 2011. Available at:
http://ctod.org/pdfs/2011R2R.pdf.

Fortune Magazine. 2015. Fortune 500: 2015. Available at: http://fortune.com/fortune500/. Accessed May 26,
2015.

G

Goetz, Edward G., Kate Ko, Aaron Haga, Hoang Tan, and Jeff Matson (Goetz et al.). 2010. The Hiawatha Line:
Impacts on Land Use and Residential Housing Value. Available at:
http://www.cts.umn.edu/Publications/ResearchReports/reportdetail. html?id=1826 Accessed May 4, 2015.

Gopher State One Call (GSOC). 2015. Gopher State One Call 2015 Handbook. Available at:
http://www.gopherstateonecall.org/images/2015 gsoc handbook interactive.pdf.

H

Hay Dobbs. 2009. Blake Road Corridor Small Area Plan. May 2009. Available at:
www.hopkinsmn.com/development/current/blake/pdf/blake-rd-small-area-plan.pdf.
Hennepin County. 2007. Cool County Initiative. Hennepin County Board of Commissioners Resolution

Number 07-8-334R2. Available at: http://www.hennepin.us/~/media/hennepinus/Business/work-with-
hennepin-county/Documents/chapter-10-implementation-policies.pdf?la=en

Hennepin County 2011a. 2030 Hennepm County Comprehenswe Plan Update June 2011. Available at:

comprehensive-plan-small.pdf.
Hennepin County 2011b. 2030 Hennepm County Transportatlon Systems Plan. October 2011. Available at:

complete.pdf.

Hennepin County. 2013a. Cool County 2012 Report. Available at: http://www.hennepin.us/~/media/
hennepinus/residents/environment/documents/349010113-cool-counties-report-2012-web.pdf.

Hennepin County. 2013b. Southwest Corridor Investment Framework. December 2013. Available at:
www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/southwest-corridor-investment-framework-0.

Hennepin County. 2013c. Southwest Corrldor-WIde Housing Inventory Southwest LRT Communlty Works.
Available at: http:

nventory.

Hennepin County. 2013d. Southwest LRT New Starts Affordable Housing Rating Evaluation Summary, MZ
Strategies. Southwest LRT Community Works.

Hennepin County. 2013e. Transitional Station Area Action Plans. Southwest LRT Community Works.
Available at: http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/beyond-rails/planning-information/tsaap.

Hennepin County. 2014a. Hennepin County 2040 Bicycle Transportation Plan Appendix C - Bikeway Design
Toolkit. Available at: http://www.hennepin.us/~/media/hennepinus/residents/transportation/bike /bike-
plan/Appendix%20C%20-%20Bicycle%20Design%20ToolkitFINAL.pdf.

Sources and References Cited D-7
May 2016


https://federalregister.gov/a/2015-12508
https://federalregister.gov/a/2015-13787
http://ctod.org/pdfs/2011R2R.pdf
http://fortune.com/fortune500/
http://www.cts.umn.edu/Publications/ResearchReports/reportdetail.html?id=1826
http://www.gopherstateonecall.org/images/2015_gsoc_handbook_interactive.pdf
http://www.hopkinsmn.com/development/current/blake/pdf/blake-rd-small-area-plan.pdf
http://www.hennepin.us/%7E/media/hennepinus/Business/work-with-hennepin-county/Documents/chapter-10-implementation-policies.pdf?la=en
http://www.hennepin.us/%7E/media/hennepinus/Business/work-with-hennepin-county/Documents/chapter-10-implementation-policies.pdf?la=en
http://www.hennepin.us/%7E/media/hennepinus/Business/work-with-hennepin-county/Documents/2030-comprehensive-plan-small.pdf
http://www.hennepin.us/%7E/media/hennepinus/Business/work-with-hennepin-county/Documents/2030-comprehensive-plan-small.pdf
http://www.hennepin.us/%7E/media/hennepinus/Business/work-with-hennepin-county/Documents/2030-hctsp-complete.pdf
http://www.hennepin.us/%7E/media/hennepinus/Business/work-with-hennepin-county/Documents/2030-hctsp-complete.pdf
http://www.hennepin.us/%7E/media/%20hennepinus/residents/environment/documents/349010113-cool-counties-report-2012-web.pdf
http://www.hennepin.us/%7E/media/%20hennepinus/residents/environment/documents/349010113-cool-counties-report-2012-web.pdf
http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/southwest-corridor-investment-framework-0
http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/beyond-rails/planning-information/housing-inventory
http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/beyond-rails/planning-information/housing-inventory
http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/beyond-rails/planning-information/tsaap
http://www.hennepin.us/%7E/media/hennepinus/residents/transportation/bike/bike-plan/Appendix%20C%20-%20Bicycle%20Design%20ToolkitFINAL.pdf
http://www.hennepin.us/%7E/media/hennepinus/residents/transportation/bike/bike-plan/Appendix%20C%20-%20Bicycle%20Design%20ToolkitFINAL.pdf

SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Hennepin County. 2014b. Southwest LRT Community Works - Stations. Available at:
http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/explore-corridor/stations/stations-listing.

Hennepin County. 2014c. SWLRT Housing Gaps Analysis. Southwest LRT Community Works. Available at:
http://www.swirtcommunityworks.org/~/media/SW%20Corridor/Document%?20Archive /housing /housin

g-gaps-analysis-report.pdf.
Hennepin County. 2014d. Southwest LRT New Starts Submittal. Southwest LRT Community Works.

Hennepin County. 2015a. Capital Improvement Program. Available at: http://www.hennepin.us/your-

government/budget-finance /budgets.

Hennepin County. 2015b. Property Information Search. Available at:

http://www.hennepin.us/residents/property/property-information-search. Accessed May 8, 2015.
Hennepin County. 2015c. SWLRT Corridor-wide Housing Strategy. Southwest LRT Community Works.
Available at: http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/beyond-rails/planning-information /housing-
inventory.

Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA). 2012. Minneapolis, Northfield & Southern (MN&S)

Freight Rail Report. Available at: http://www.metrocouncil.org/METC/files/41/41bb05df-f805-41ec-b494-
44ccd2e46a80.pdf. Page 65.

HKGI, Inc. 2007. Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan. Available at:
http://minneapolismn.gov/cped/planning/cped basset-creek.

IBI Group and HKGI, Inc. 2007. Hopkins Station Area Plan. Available at:
www.hopkinsmn.com/transportation/pdf/station-area-report.pdf.

J

Jaffe, Eric. 2013. The Case Against One-Way Streets. City Lab.
http://www.citylab.com/commute/2013/01/case-against-one-way-streets/4549/.

K
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 2015. “Light Rail Vehicle Photograph.”

Ko, Kate and Xinhu Cao (Ko and Cao). 2010. Impacts of the Hiawatha Light Rail Line on Commercial and
Industrial Property Values in Minneapolis. Available at:
http://www.cts.umn.edu/Publications/ResearchReports/reportdetail. html?id=1922. Accessed May 4, 2015.

L

Liu, Xiang, Saat, Rapik M., Xiao, Qin, and Barkan, Christopher P.L (Liu et al). 2013. “Analysis of U.S. Freight-
Train Derailment Severity using Zero-Truncated Negative Binomial Regression and Quantile Regression.”
Accident Analysis and Prevention 59: 8793.University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. Available at
http://railtec.illinois.edu/articles/Files /Journal%20Articles /2013 /Liu%20et%20al%202013%20AAP%20

Derailment%20Severity.pdf.
M
Metro District Office of Operations and Maintenance. 2014. Metropolitan Freeway System 2013 Congestion

Report. Available at: http://www.dot.state.mn.us/rtmc/reports/congestionreport2013.pdf.
Metro Transit. 2015. Visual Quality Guide.

MetroGIS Datafinder. 2010. Generalized Land Use. Available at:
http://www.mngeo.state.mn.us/chouse/land use recenthtml.

MetroGIS Datafinder. 2014. Planned Land Use. Available at:
http://www.mngeo.state.mn.us/chouse/land use recent.html.

Sources and References Cited D-8
May 2016


http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/explore-corridor/stations/stations-listing
http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/%7E/media/SW%20Corridor/Document%20Archive/housing/housing-gaps-analysis-report.pdf
http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/%7E/media/SW%20Corridor/Document%20Archive/housing/housing-gaps-analysis-report.pdf
http://www.hennepin.us/your-government/budget-finance/budgets
http://www.hennepin.us/your-government/budget-finance/budgets
http://www.hennepin.us/residents/property/property-information-search
http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/beyond-rails/planning-information/housing-inventory
http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/beyond-rails/planning-information/housing-inventory
http://www.metrocouncil.org/METC/files/41/41bb05df-f805-41ec-b494-44ccd2e46a80.pdf
http://www.metrocouncil.org/METC/files/41/41bb05df-f805-41ec-b494-44ccd2e46a80.pdf
http://minneapolismn.gov/cped/planning/cped_basset-creek
http://www.hopkinsmn.com/transportation/pdf/station-area-report.pdf
http://www.citylab.com/commute/2013/01/case-against-one-way-streets/4549/
http://www.cts.umn.edu/Publications/ResearchReports/reportdetail.html?id=1922
http://railtec.illinois.edu/CEE/pdf/Journal%20Papers/2013/Liu%20et%20al%202013%20AAP%20Derailment%20Severity.pdf
http://railtec.illinois.edu/CEE/pdf/Journal%20Papers/2013/Liu%20et%20al%202013%20AAP%20Derailment%20Severity.pdf
http://railtec.illinois.edu/articles/Files/Journal%20Articles/2013/Liu%20et%20al%202013%20AAP%20Derailment%20Severity.pdf
http://railtec.illinois.edu/articles/Files/Journal%20Articles/2013/Liu%20et%20al%202013%20AAP%20Derailment%20Severity.pdf
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/rtmc/reports/congestionreport2013.pdf
http://www.mngeo.state.mn.us/chouse/land_use_recent.html
http://www.mngeo.state.mn.us/chouse/land_use_recent.html

SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2006. 2030 Regional Development Framework. Available at:
www.metrocouncil.org/planning/publications-and-resources/2030-regional-development-framework.aspx.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2010, amended 2013. 2030 Transportation Policy Plan. Final
November 2010. Available at: http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning/Transportation-

Policy-Plan/2030-Transportation-Policy-Plan-(1).aspx.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2011. 2030 Regional Development Framework, September 2011 Regional
Benchmarks Update. Available at: http://www.metrocouncil.org/Planning/Publications-And-
Resources/Regional-Benchmarks-Measuring-Our-Progress.aspx.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2012b. Station and Support Facility Design Guidelines User Guide Supplement.
Available at: http://www.metrocouncil.org/METC/files/ea/eaa8d03e-2d7a-4e61-b045-391dbe737999.pdf.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2014b. Thrive MSP 2040. Available at:
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Planning/Projects/Thrive-2040/Thrive-MSP-2040-Plan.aspx.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015a. Census, Forecasts & Estimates. Available at:
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Data-and-Maps/Data/Census-Forecasts-Estimates.aspx.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015b. Metro Light Rail Transit Design Criteria, Revision 4.0. Available at:
Southwest LRT Project Office.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015c. 2040 Regional Parks Policy Plan. Available at:
http://www.metrocouncil.org/METC/files/40/40d78518-295b-474e-a26c-e85f62b9e706.pdf.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015d. Minnesota Interagency Water Resource Application (Clean Water Act,
Section 404 ), Southwest LRT Metro Green Line Extension) - Minneapolis, St. Louis Park, Hopkins, Minnetonka,
and Eden Prairie, Minnesota. Available at: http://metrocouncil.org/swlrt/feis.

Metropolltan Council (Councﬂ) 2015e. 2040 Transportatlon Policy Plan. ]anuary 2015. Avallable at:

Documents/Transnortatlon Policy-Plan-(1)/The- AdODted 2040-TPP-(1).aspx?source=child.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015f. 2040 Transportation Policy Plan, Appendix C: Long Range Highway and
Transit Capital Project List. Available at: http: //www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2 /Key-
Transportation-Planning-Documents/Transportation-Policy-Plan-(1) /The-Adopted-2040-TPP-(1) /Final-
2040-Transportation-Policy-Plan/2040-TPP-Appendix-C-Project-List.aspx.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015g. New Starts Report to Federal Transit Administration.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015h. Southwest LRT Technical Report, Financial Analysis in Support of the
Final EIS.

Metropolitan Council (Council). 2015i. Locally Requested Capital Investments (LRCI) Cost Estimates.

Metropohtan Council (Councﬂ) 2015;j. Reglonal Transztway Guidelines. Available at

Metropolitan Council and City of Minneapolis (Council and City). 2014. Proposed Redesign of a Portion of
Southwest Light Rail Project. Memorandum of Understanding. Available at:
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www /groups/public/@mayor/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-

127882.pdf.

Metropolitan Council and Minnesota Department of Transportation (Council and MnDOT). 2014. Southwest
LRT Project Real Estate Acquisition and Management Plan.

Meyer, Gary N. and Hobbs, Howard C. 1989. Surficial Geology, Geologic Atlas of Hennepin County, Minnesota.
University of Minnesota. Available at:

http://conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/11299/58491 /plate3 surficial.pdf?sequence=99&isAllowe
d=y

Sources and References Cited D-9
May 2016


http://www.metrocouncil.org/planning/publications-and-resources/2030-regional-development-framework.aspx
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning/Transportation-Policy-Plan/2030-Transportation-Policy-Plan-(1).aspx
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning/Transportation-Policy-Plan/2030-Transportation-Policy-Plan-(1).aspx
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Planning/Publications-And-Resources/Regional-Benchmarks-Measuring-Our-Progress.aspx
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Planning/Publications-And-Resources/Regional-Benchmarks-Measuring-Our-Progress.aspx
http://www.metrocouncil.org/METC/files/ea/eaa8d03e-2d7a-4e61-b045-391dbe737999.pdf
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Planning/Projects/Thrive-2040/Thrive-MSP-2040-Plan.aspx
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Data-and-Maps/Data/Census-Forecasts-Estimates.aspx
http://www.metrocouncil.org/METC/files/40/40d78518-295b-474e-a26c-e85f62b9e706.pdf
http://metrocouncil.org/swlrt/feis
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Key-Transportation-Planning-Documents/Transportation-Policy-Plan-(1)/The-Adopted-2040-TPP-(1).aspx?source=child
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Key-Transportation-Planning-Documents/Transportation-Policy-Plan-(1)/The-Adopted-2040-TPP-(1).aspx?source=child
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Key-Transportation-Planning-Documents/Transportation-Policy-Plan-(1)/The-Adopted-2040-TPP-(1)/Final-2040-Transportation-Policy-Plan/2040-TPP-Appendix-C-Project-List.aspx
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Key-Transportation-Planning-Documents/Transportation-Policy-Plan-(1)/The-Adopted-2040-TPP-(1)/Final-2040-Transportation-Policy-Plan/2040-TPP-Appendix-C-Project-List.aspx
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Key-Transportation-Planning-Documents/Transportation-Policy-Plan-(1)/The-Adopted-2040-TPP-(1)/Final-2040-Transportation-Policy-Plan/2040-TPP-Appendix-C-Project-List.aspx
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Publications-And-Resources/RegionalTransitwayGuidelines-pdf.aspx
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Publications-And-Resources/RegionalTransitwayGuidelines-pdf.aspx
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@mayor/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-127882.pdf
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@mayor/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-127882.pdf
http://conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/11299/58491/plate3_surficial.pdf?sequence=99&isAllowed=y
http://conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/11299/58491/plate3_surficial.pdf?sequence=99&isAllowed=y

SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Miller, Ellen, and Aaron Novodorsky. 2008a. Creating Outdoor Trail Signage, Part 1: Planning and Design
Minnesota History Interpreter, May-June, 3-6.

Miller, Ellen, and Aaron Novodorsky. 2008b. Creating Outdoor Trail Signage, Part 2: Fabrication and
Installation Minnesota History Interpreter, Summer, 3-6.

Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board. 2007. Comprehensive Plan 2007-2020. October 2007. Available at:
https://www.minneapolisparks.org/ asset/9h521lg/comprehensive plan.pdf.

Minnehaha Creek Watershed District. 2015. Minnehaha Creek Reach 20 Remeander. Available at:
http://www.minnehahacreek.org/project/minnehaha-creek-reach-20-remeander.

Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (MnBWSR). 2015a. Watershed District. Available at:
http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/partners/wd/wd.html.

Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (MnBWSR). 2015b. Watershed Management Organization.
Available at: http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/partners/wmo/wmo.html.

Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic Development. 2014a. Fortune 500 Companies in

Minnesota. Available at: http://mn.gov/deed /business/locating-minnesota/companies-
employers/fortune500.jsp. Accessed May 26, 2015.

Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic Development. 2014b. Minnesota Unemployment
Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics Data. Available at:
https://apps.deed.state.mn.us/lmi/laus/Results.aspx?geog=0000000000%2c2701000000%2c2721033460

&adjusted=0&periodtype=03&resultset=3&startyear=2006&endyear=2015. Accessed June 2, 2015.

Minnesota Department of Health (MDH). 2007. County Well Index Online. Available at:
http://www.health.state.mn.us/divs/eh/cwi/.

Minnesota Department of Health (MDH). 2011. Source Water Protection Issues Related to Stormwater.
Available at: http://www.health.state.mn.us/divs/eh/water/swp/stormissue.pdf.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR). 1983. Public Waters Inventory (PWI) Maps.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR). 2013. Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) Q3 Floodways. Available at: http://deli.dnr.state.mn.us/metadata/fldwy femapy3.html.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR). 2004. Minnesota Land Cover Classification System
User Manual Version 5.4. Available at:

http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/assistance/nrplanning/community/mlccs/mlccs manual v5 4.pdf.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR). 2005. Migratory Waterfowl Feeding and Resting
Areas. Minnesota Geospatial Commons. Available at: https://gisdata.mn.gov/dataset/env-migratory-

waterfowl-areas. Accessed May 2015.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR). 2008. Minnesota Land Cover Classification System
(MLCCS), Regional Significant Ecological Areas and Regional Ecological Corridors. Available at:
https://gisdata.mn.gov/dataset/env-mlccs-regional-corr-areas. Accessed July 2015.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR). 2013. Status and Trends of Wetlands in Minnesota:
Wetland Quantity Trends from 2006 to 2011. Available at:

http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/wetlands/wstmp trend report 2006-2011.pdf.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR). 2014. Public Waters Inventory (PWI) Maps. Available
at: http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/waters/watermgmt section/pwi/download lists.html.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR). 2015a. Minnesota Biological Survey (MBS). Available
at: http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/mbs/index.html. Accessed July 2015.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR). 2015b. Minnesota Land Cover Classification System.
Available at: http: //www.dnr.state.mn.us/mlccs/index.html. Accessed June 2015.

Sources and References Cited D-10
May 2016


https://www.minneapolisparks.org/_asset/9h52lq/comprehensive_plan.pdf
http://www.minnehahacreek.org/project/minnehaha-creek-reach-20-remeander
http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/partners/wd/wd.html
http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/partners/wmo/wmo.html
http://mn.gov/deed/business/locating-minnesota/companies-employers/fortune500.jsp
http://mn.gov/deed/business/locating-minnesota/companies-employers/fortune500.jsp
https://apps.deed.state.mn.us/lmi/laus/Results.aspx?geog=0000000000%2c2701000000%2c2721033460&adjusted=0&periodtype=03&resultset=3&startyear=2006&endyear=2015
https://apps.deed.state.mn.us/lmi/laus/Results.aspx?geog=0000000000%2c2701000000%2c2721033460&adjusted=0&periodtype=03&resultset=3&startyear=2006&endyear=2015
http://www.health.state.mn.us/divs/eh/cwi/
http://www.health.state.mn.us/divs/eh/water/swp/stormissue.pdf
http://deli.dnr.state.mn.us/metadata/fldwy_femapy3.html
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/assistance/nrplanning/community/mlccs/mlccs_manual_v5_4.pdf
https://gisdata.mn.gov/dataset/env-migratory-waterfowl-areas
https://gisdata.mn.gov/dataset/env-migratory-waterfowl-areas
https://gisdata.mn.gov/dataset/env-mlccs-regional-corr-areas
https://gisdata.mn.gov/dataset/env-mlccs-regional-corr-areas
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/wetlands/wstmp_trend_report_2006-2011.pdf
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/waters/watermgmt_section/pwi/download_lists.html
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/mbs/index.html
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/mlccs/index.html

SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR). 2015c. Natural Heritage Information System (NHIS).
Available at: http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/nhnrp/nhis.html. Accessed July 2015.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR). 2015d. Native Plant Community and Sites of
Biodiversity Significance Spatial Data. Minnesota Biological Survey. Available at:
https://gisdata.mn.gov/dataset/biota-mcbs-sites-of-biodiversity.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR) Division of Ecological and Water Resources. 2012.
Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern Species of Minnesota Protecting Blanding’s Turtle Nests.
Available at:

http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/natural resources/animals/reptiles amphibians/turtles/blandings turtle/nest f
actsheet.pdf.

Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT). 2007. Bikeway Facility Design Manual. Available at:
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/bike/pdfs/manual/manual.pdf.

Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT). 2009. Highway Project Development Process (HPDP)
Subject Guidance: Air Quality. Available at: http://dotapp7.dot.state.mn.us/edms/download?docld=647184.

Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT). 2010. 2010 Minnesota Comprehensive Statewide Freight
and Passenger Rail Plan. Available at:
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/railplan/finalreport/MNRailPlanFinalReportFeb2010.pdf.

Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT). 2012. Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan.
Available at: www.dot.state.mn.us/minnesotago/pdf/statewidemultimodaltransportationplan.pdf.

Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT). 2013. Minnesota 20-Year State Highway Investment Plan
(2013-2033). Available at: http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/mnship/pdf/mnship-full-doc.pdf.

Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT). 2014a. Utility Accommodation Policy on Highway Right of
Way. Available at: http://www.dot.state.mn.us/policy/operations/op002.html.

Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT). 2014b. Temporary Pedestrian Access Route (TPAR).
Available at: http://www.dot.state.mn.us/trafficeng/workzone/tparworkshop.html.

Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT). 2015a. Minnesota Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MN MUTCD). Available at: http: //www.dot.state.mn.us/trafficeng/publ/mutcd/.

Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT). 2015b. GO Statewide Rail Plan Draft. March 2015.
Available at: http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/railplan/2015report/DraftMNStateRailPlan.pdf.

Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT). 2015c. State Rail Plan, Draft. Available at:
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/railplan/resources.html.

Minnesota Environmental Quality Board. 2008. “Notice of EIS Preparation, Project Title: Southwest
Transitway.” EQB Monitor. Minnesota Environmental Quality Board, St. Paul, MN. September 8, 2008.

Available at: ww.egb.state.mn.us/documents/EQB%20Monitor9-8-08.pdf.

Minnesota Environmental Quality Board. 2012. “Draft EIS Available, Notice of Scoping Amendment, Public
Hearings and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Availability for the Southwest Transitway
Project, Hennepin County, Project Title: Southwest Transitway.” EQB Monitor. October 15, 2012. Minnesota
Environmental Quality Board, St. Paul, MN. Available at:
http://www.egb.state.mn.us/documents/EQB%20Monitor%2010-15-12.pdf.

Minnesota Environmental Quality Board. 2013. “Notice of Supplemental DEIS Preparation, Project Title:
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Southwest Light Rail Transit Project (formerly
referred to as the Southwest Transitway).” EQB Monitor. Minnesota Environmental Quality Board, St. Paul,

MN. July 22, 2013. Available at: http://www.egb.state.mn.us/documents/EQB%20Monitor%2007-22-13.pdf.

Minnesota Environmental Quality Board. 2015a. “Notice of Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, Southwest Light Rail Transit (Metro Green Line Extension).” EQB Monitor. Minnesota

Sources and References Cited D-11
May 2016


http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/nhnrp/nhis.html
https://gisdata.mn.gov/dataset/biota-mcbs-sites-of-biodiversity
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/natural_resources/animals/reptiles_amphibians/turtles/blandings_turtle/nest_factsheet.pdf
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/natural_resources/animals/reptiles_amphibians/turtles/blandings_turtle/nest_factsheet.pdf
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/bike/pdfs/manual/manual.pdf
http://dotapp7.dot.state.mn.us/edms/download?docId=647184
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/railplan/finalreport/MNRailPlanFinalReportFeb2010.pdf
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/minnesotago/pdf/statewidemultimodaltransportationplan.pdf
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/mnship/pdf/mnship-full-doc.pdf
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/policy/operations/op002.html
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/trafficeng/workzone/tparworkshop.html
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/trafficeng/publ/mutcd/
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/railplan/2015report/DraftMNStateRailPlan.pdf
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/railplan/resources.html
http://www.eqb.state.mn.us/documents/EQB%20Monitor9-8-08.pdf
http://www.eqb.state.mn.us/documents/EQB%20Monitor%2010-15-12.pdf
http://www.eqb.state.mn.us/documents/EQB%20Monitor%2007-22-13.pdf

SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Environmental Quality Board, St. Paul, MN. May 25, 2015. Available at:
https://www.egb.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/documents /EQB%20Monitor Correction %20May%2025

%2C%202015 0.pdf.

Minnesota Environmental Quality Board. 2015b. “Notice of SDEIS Public Comment Period Extension,
Southwest Light Rail Transit.” EQB Monitor. Minnesota Environmental Quality Board, St. Paul, MN. June 8,
2015. Available at:

https://www.egb.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/documents /EQB%20Monitor %20June%208%2C%20201

5.pdf.

Minnesota Geological Survey, 1989. Surficial Geology. Geologic Atlas of Hennepin County. Meyer, Gary N. and
Hobbs, Howard C., University of Minnesota. Available at:
http://conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/11299/58491 /plate3 surficial.pdf?sequence=99&isAllowe
d=y

Minnesota Geospatial Information Office. 2015. Minnesota Geospatial Commons. Available at:
https://gisdata.mn.gov/.

Minnesota Ornithologists’ Union. 2014. Hennepin County Composite List. Available at: http://moumn.org/cgi-
bin/countychecklist.pl?county=Hennepin. Accessed May 2015.

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA). 2005. Ground Water Investzgatzons in KarstAreas Guidance
Document 4-09. Available at http: .pca.

and- tmdls/lmoalred waters-list.html.

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) 2015a. A Guide to Nmse Control in Minnesota. Available at:

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA). 2015b. What'’s in My Neighborhood. Available at:
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/data/whats-my-neighborhood.

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) and Minnesota Department of Commerce. 2015. Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Reduction, Biennial Report to the Minnesota Legislature. Available at:
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/view-document.html?gid=22186.

National Association for Interpretation. 2008. Standards and Practices for Interpretive Planning, available at
http://www.interpnet.com/NAl/interp/About/About Interpretation/Standards Practices/nai/ resources/S

tandards Practices.aspx?hkey=24e8411c-bed5-43a6-a55f-ecc7251b000f (accessed February 26, 2016)
National Park Service. 1983. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic

Preservation (Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Preservation Planning), 48 FR 44716, available at
http://www.nps.gov/history/local-law/arch stnds 1.htm (accessed February 26, 2016)

National Park Service. 2011. The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties, 36 CFR 68

National Park Service. 2016a. Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes, available at

http://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/landscape-guidelines/index.htm (accessed February
26,2016)

National Park Service. 2016b. Preservation Briefs, available at http://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-
preserve/briefs.htm (accessed February 26, 2016)

Sources and References Cited D-12
May 2016


https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/documents/EQB%20Monitor_Correction_%20May%2025%2C%202015_0.pdf
https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/documents/EQB%20Monitor_Correction_%20May%2025%2C%202015_0.pdf
https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/documents/EQB%20Monitor_%20June%208%2C%202015.pdf
https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/documents/EQB%20Monitor_%20June%208%2C%202015.pdf
http://conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/11299/58491/plate3_surficial.pdf?sequence=99&isAllowed=y
http://conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/11299/58491/plate3_surficial.pdf?sequence=99&isAllowed=y
https://gisdata.mn.gov/
http://moumn.org/cgi-bin/countychecklist.pl?county=Hennepin
http://moumn.org/cgi-bin/countychecklist.pl?county=Hennepin
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/view-document.html?gid=3033
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/water/water-types-and-programs/minnesotas-impaired-waters-and-tmdls/impaired-waters-list.html
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/water/water-types-and-programs/minnesotas-impaired-waters-and-tmdls/impaired-waters-list.html
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/view-document.html?gid=5355
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/data/whats-my-neighborhood
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/view-document.html?gid=22186
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/?year=2008&type=0&doctype=Chapter&id=365
http://www.interpnet.com/NAI/interp/About/About_Interpretation/Standards_Practices/nai/_resources/Standards___Practices.aspx?hkey=24e8411c-bed5-43a6-a55f-ecc7251b000f
http://www.interpnet.com/NAI/interp/About/About_Interpretation/Standards_Practices/nai/_resources/Standards___Practices.aspx?hkey=24e8411c-bed5-43a6-a55f-ecc7251b000f
http://www.nps.gov/history/local-law/arch_stnds_1.htm
http://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/landscape-guidelines/index.htm
http://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs.htm
http://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs.htm

SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

National Park Service. 2016c. Preservation Tech Notes, available at http://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-
preserve/tech-notes.htm (accessed February 26, 2016)

Natural Resources Conservation Service. 2010. Histosols, Hennepin County Soil Survey. Available at:
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE MANUSCRIPTS /minnesota/MN053/0/hennepin.pdf.

(o)

Olsen, Bruce M. and Bloomgren, Bruce A. 1989. Bedrock Geology, Geologic Atlas of Hennepin County,
Minnesota. Minnesota Geological Survey, University of Minnesota. Available at:
http://conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/11299/58491 /plate?Z bedrock.pdf?sequence=100&isAllow
ed=y.

P

Palmer, Roxanne. 2013. “How Train Derailments Happen, And How Technology Might (Or Might Not) Stop
Them.” International Business Times. Available at: http://www.ibtimes.com /how-train-derailments-happen-

how-technology-might-or-might-not-stop-them-1491914.

The Partnership for Regional Opportunity (the Partnership). 2014. The Partnership for Regional Opportunity -
Corridors ofOpportumty Liveson in 2014 Avallable at:

om)ortunltv lives-2014.

Piegat, James. 1989. Sensitivity of Ground-water Systems to Pollution, Geologic Atlas of Hennepin County,
Minnesota. Minnesota Geological Survey, University of Minnesota. Available at:
http://conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/11299/58491 /plate7 poll sens.pdf?sequence=95&isAllowe
d=y.

S

Shaw, Samuel P., and Fredine, Gordon C. (Shaw and Fredline). 1956. Wetlands of the United States: Their
Extent and Their Value to Waterfowl and Other Wildlife. U. S. Department of the Interior, Washington, DC.
Circular 39. Northern Prairie Wildlife Research Center Online.

SouthWest Transit. 2015. Eden Prairie Express Eastbound. Available at: http://swtransit.org/current-

schedules/.
T
Three Rivers Park District. 2015. Bicycle and pedestrian counts. Available from the Park District.

Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP). 1996. Report 17: Integration of Light Rail Transit into City
Streets. Available at: http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp rpt 17-a.pdf.

Transit for Livable Communities (TLC) Bike Walk Twin Cities. 2013. 2013 Bike Walk Report. Available at:
website. Available at: http://www.bikewalktwincities.org/sites /default/files /bwtc-2013-count-report-final-

lowres.pdf.

Transportation Research Board, American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, and
Federal Highway Administration. 2010. Highway Capacity Manual. Washington, D.C. 2010. Available at:

http://hcm2010.org/.

TranSystems. 2014. SWLRT Engineering Evaluation of Freight Rail Relocation Alternatives. Available at:
http://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Projects/Current-Projects/Southwest-LRT/Engineering/Freight-

Rail-Study.aspx.

Turner Construction Company. 2015. Building Cost Index. Available at:
http://www.turnerconstruction.com/cost-index.

U

United State Access Board. 2015. Guidelines and Standards. “Streets and Sidewalks.” Available at:
https://www.access-board.gov/guidelines-and-standards/streets-sidewalks.

Sources and References Cited D-13
May 2016


http://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/tech-notes.htm
http://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/tech-notes.htm
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_MANUSCRIPTS/minnesota/MN053/0/hennepin.pdf
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_MANUSCRIPTS/minnesota/MN053/0/hennepin.pdf
http://conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/11299/58491/plate2_bedrock.pdf?sequence=100&isAllowed=y
http://conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/11299/58491/plate2_bedrock.pdf?sequence=100&isAllowed=y
http://www.ibtimes.com/how-train-derailments-happen-how-technology-might-or-might-not-stop-them-1491914
http://www.ibtimes.com/how-train-derailments-happen-how-technology-might-or-might-not-stop-them-1491914
http://www.corridorsofopportunity.org/Corridors_News/partnership-regional-opportunity-corridors-opportunity-lives-2014
http://www.corridorsofopportunity.org/Corridors_News/partnership-regional-opportunity-corridors-opportunity-lives-2014
http://conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/11299/58491/plate7_poll_sens.pdf?sequence=95&isAllowed=y
http://conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/11299/58491/plate7_poll_sens.pdf?sequence=95&isAllowed=y
http://swtransit.org/current-schedules/
http://swtransit.org/current-schedules/
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_17-a.pdf
http://www.bikewalktwincities.org/sites/default/files/bwtc-2013-count-report-final-lowres.pdf
http://www.bikewalktwincities.org/sites/default/files/bwtc-2013-count-report-final-lowres.pdf
http://hcm2010.org/
http://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Projects/Current-Projects/Southwest-LRT/Engineering/Freight-Rail-Study.aspx
http://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Projects/Current-Projects/Southwest-LRT/Engineering/Freight-Rail-Study.aspx
http://www.turnerconstruction.com/cost-index
https://www.access-board.gov/guidelines-and-standards/streets-sidewalks

SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). 1987. Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual
Wetlands Research Program Technical Report Y-87-1 (on-line edition). USACE Environmental Laboratory.
Vicksburg, MS. Available at: http://el.erdc.usace.army.mil/elpubs/pdf/wlman87.pdf.

United States Bureau of Economic Analysis (US BEA). RIMS II Multipliers. 2010. Table 2.5 Total Multipliers for
Output, Earnings, Employment, and Value Added by Industry Aggregation - Minneapolis St Paul. Available at:
https://www.bea.gov/regional /rims/index.cfm. Accessed May 8, 2015.

United States Census Bureau (USCB). 2010. American FactFinder. Decennial Census - 2010 Census Summary
File 1. United States Department of Commerce, United States Census Bureau, Washington, DC. Available at:

http://www?2.census.gov/census 2010/04-Summary File 1/.

United States Census Bureau (USCB). 2014. American FactFinder. 2009-2013 ACS 5-Year Estimate. United
States Department of Commerce, United States Census Bureau, Washington, DC. Available at:
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/searchresults.xhtml?refresh=t.

United States Congress Office of Technology Assessment. 1976. An Assessment of Community Planning for
Mass Transit: Volume 7 - Minneapolis-St. Paul Case Study. Available at:
https://www.princeton.edu/~ota/disk3/1976/7608/7608.PDF.

United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation Service. 2015. Web Soil Survey.
Available at: http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm.

United States Department of Energy. 2014. Transportation Energy Data Book Edition 33. Available at:
http://cta.ornl.gov/data. Oak Ridge National Laboratory.

United States Department of the Interior United States Geological Survey. 2010. Quadrangle maps. Available
at: http://store.usgs.gov/b2c usgs/usgs/maplocator/(ctype=areaDetails&xcm=r3standardpitrex prd&

carea=%24R0O0T&layout=6 1 61 48&uiarea=2)/.do

United States Access Board. 2015. US Department of Justice Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Standards
for Accessible Design [2010]; US Department of Transportation ADA Standards for Transportation Facilities
[2006]. Available at: http: //www.access-board.gov/guidelines-and-standards/buildings-and-sites/about-

the-ada-standards/ada-standards

United States Department of Transportation (USDOT). 2012. Department of Transportation Updated
Environmental Justice Order 5610.2(a): Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations. United States Department of Transportation, Office of the Secretary of
Transportation, Washington, DC. Available at:

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental justice/ej at dot/orders/order 56102a/index.cfm.

United States Department of Transportation (USDOT). 2015. Efficient Environmental Reviews for Project
Decisionmaking. Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administration guidance on Section
139 of 23 U.S.C 139(n). Available at:
http://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title:23%20section:139%20edition:prelim).

United Stated Department of Transportation and Federal Transit Authority (USDOT and FTA). 2008.
Guidance on the Prevention and Mitigation of Environmental, Health and Safety Impacts of Electromagnetic

Fields and Radiation for Electric Transit Systems. Available at:
http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/37000/37800/37851/EMF Guidance.pdf.

United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 1999. Consideration of Cumulative Impacts in EPA
Review of NEPA Documents. Available at: http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files /2014-
08/documents/cumulative.pdf.

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 2012. Previous MOVES (Motor Vehicle Emission
Simulator) Versions and Documentation. MOVES2010b. Available at:
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/models/moves/moves-docum.htm.

Sources and References Cited D-14
May 2016


http://el.erdc.usace.army.mil/elpubs/pdf/wlman87.pdf
https://www.bea.gov/regional/rims/index.cfm
http://www2.census.gov/census_2010/04-Summary_File_1/
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/searchresults.xhtml?refresh=t
https://www.princeton.edu/%7Eota/disk3/1976/7608/7608.PDF
http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm
http://cta.ornl.gov/data
http://store.usgs.gov/b2c_usgs/usgs/maplocator/(ctype=areaDetails&xcm=r3standardpitrex_prd&%20carea=%24ROOT&layout=6_1_61_48&uiarea=2)/.do
http://store.usgs.gov/b2c_usgs/usgs/maplocator/(ctype=areaDetails&xcm=r3standardpitrex_prd&%20carea=%24ROOT&layout=6_1_61_48&uiarea=2)/.do
http://www.access-board.gov/guidelines-and-standards/buildings-and-sites/about-the-ada-standards/ada-standards
http://www.access-board.gov/guidelines-and-standards/buildings-and-sites/about-the-ada-standards/ada-standards
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/ej_at_dot/orders/order_56102a/index.cfm
http://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title:23%20section:139%20edition:prelim)
http://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title:23%20section:139%20edition:prelim)
http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/37000/37800/37851/EMF_Guidance.pdf
http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2014-08/documents/cumulative.pdf
http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2014-08/documents/cumulative.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/models/moves/moves-docum.htm

SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 2014. AirData Database. Available at:
http://www3.epa.gov/airdata/. Accessed June 2015.

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 2015. Climate Change Science Overview. Available at:
http://www3.epa.gov/climatechange/science/overview.html

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA).
1995. Superfund Memorandum of Agreement. Available at:
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-09/documents/mn moa.pdf.

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 1974-2015. National Wetland Inventory (NWI). Available at:
http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/.

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2007. National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines.
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/ecologicalservices/eaglenationalguide.html.

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2015. Endangered Species Program. Available at:
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/.

University of Maryland. 2010. Purple Line Electromagnetic Emissions and Mitigation Measures. University of
Maryland, College Park, Maryland. February 16, 2010.

University of Minnesota. 2011. Bedrock Geology Map. Minnesota Geological Survey. Available at:
http://conservancy.umn.edu/handle/11299/101466.

Upper Mississippi River Source Water Protection Project. 2005. Minneapolis Source Water Protection Plan.
Available at http://www.umrswpp.com/minneapolis.htm.
w

Washam, Christie. 2014. 18 MN Cos. Make Fortune 500; 9 Move Up In Rank. June 2, 2014. Twin Cities Business.
Available at: http://tcbmag.com/News/Recent-News /2014 /June/18-MN-Cos-Make-Fortune-500-9-Move-
Up-In-Rank. Accessed May 26, 2015.

Weisbrod, Glen. 2009. Economic Impact of Public Transportation Investment. American Public Transportation
Association. Available at:

http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/economic impact of public transpor
tation investment.pdf.

Westwood Professional Service, Inc. 2011. AUAR Traffic Impact Study: UHG City West Office Campus. Available
at: www.edenprairie.org/home/showdocument?id=2800.

Wise, David |. 2014. Public Transportation: Multiple Factors Influence Extent of Transit-Oriented Development.
United States Government Accountability Office. Available at: http://www.gao.gov/products/GA0-15-70.
Accessed May 10, 2015.

Sources and References Cited D-15
May 2016


http://www3.epa.gov/airdata/
http://www3.epa.gov/climatechange/science/overview.html
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-09/documents/mn_moa.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-09/documents/mn_moa.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/ecologicalservices/eaglenationalguide.html
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/
http://conservancy.umn.edu/handle/11299/101466
http://www.umrswpp.com/minneapolis.htm
http://tcbmag.com/News/Recent-News/2014/June/18-MN-Cos-Make-Fortune-500-9-Move-Up-In-Rank
http://tcbmag.com/News/Recent-News/2014/June/18-MN-Cos-Make-Fortune-500-9-Move-Up-In-Rank
http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/economic_impact_of_public_transportation_investment.pdf
http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/economic_impact_of_public_transportation_investment.pdf
http://www.edenprairie.org/home/showdocument?id=2800
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-15-70

SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This page intentionally left blank.

Sources and References Cited D-16
May 2016



Appendix E
Preliminary Engineering Plans







SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION)

APPENDIX E
Preliminary Engineering Plans

This appendix includes the Preliminary Engineering Plans! for the Southwest Light Rail Transit (LRT)
Project, which helps form the definition of the Project for this Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
This appendix also includes the following tables that describe elements of the proposed Project. The Project,
which includes the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) and Locally Requested Capital Investments (LRCIs),
is defined in Section 2.1 of this Final EIS.

The improvements described in the following tables are illustrated within the Preliminary Engineering
Plans included within this appendix.

e Table E-1 - Locally Preferred Alternative: Proposed Light Rail Traction Power Substation and Signal
Bungalow Locations

e Table E-2 - Locally Preferred Alternative: Roadway Improvements by Jurisdiction
e Table E-3 - Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements by Light Rail Station

o Table E-4 - Locally Requested Capital Investments

1 See Appendix C for instructions on how to access the Project’s 90 percent design drawings.
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TABLE E-1

Locally Preferred Alternative: Proposed Light Rail Traction Power Substation and Signal Bungalow Locations

LRT Facilities

Location

Traction Power Substation

At north end of SouthWest Station

At west end of proposed Eden Prairie Town Center

At west end of proposed Valley View Road Bridge

At south end of Nine Mile Creek Bridge

At south end of Shady Oak Road Bridge

At south end of City West Station

North of Bren Road W

At intersection of Smetana Road and Feltl Road

Within the Hopkins Operations and Maintenance Facility (OMF)

At west end of Shady Oak Station south of LRT

At east end of Downtown Hopkins Station

On east end of Excelsior Blvd Bridge

1,500 feet east of Blake Station

At east end of Louisiana Station

East of Highway 100 overpass

East of Cedar Lake Trail Bridge

Southwest of Cedar Lake Parkway

Midpoint between 21st Street and Penn Station

East of alignment and Highway 394

Near 1-94

Signal Bungalow

Signal Bungalow (continued)

Preliminary Engineering Plans

At SouthWest Station

At West end of Proposed Eden Prairie Town Center Station

At west end of Proposed Valley View Road Bridge

At proposed West 70th Street south of Golden Triangle Station

At south end of City West Station

At northwest end of Opus Station

North of Bren Road W

At the intersection of Red Circle Drive and Yellow Circle Drive

At intersection of Smetana Road and Feltl Road

South of proposed Hopkins OMF

Northwest of proposed Hopkins OMF

Northeast of proposed Hopkins OMF

At west end of Shady Oak Station at intersection of K-tel Drive and 5" St S

At west end of Downtown Hopkins Station

At west end of Blake Station

1350 feet west of Louisiana Station

East of Louisiana Station

East of Wooddale Station

At east end of Beltline Station

South of West Lake Station

North of the Midtown Greenway

North of Cedar Lake Pkwy, off of Burnham Rd (2 structures)

West 21st Street Station

East of Penn Station

E-2
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LRT Facilities Location

East of the alignment and Highway 394, midway between Penn Station and Van White
Station

East of Van White Station

South of Royalston Station
South of 6th Avenue North at Target Field Station

Preliminary Engineering Plans E-3
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TABLE E-2

Locally Preferred Alternative: Roadway Improvements by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction Roadway Improvement Description

Eden Prairie Changing a through lane to a right-turn lane for the north ramp on the
Highway 212 /Prairie Center Drive Interchange and add a turn lane along Technology
Drive at the south ramp
Adding a right turn lane to Technology Drive at Prairie Center Drive near SouthWest
Station
Extension of Eden Road west to the Town Center Station to terminate in a cul-de-sac;
change the Eden Road through movement to a signalized intersection where Eden Road
currently turns south; modification of the roadway to accommodate light rail side-running,
including the addition of one new traffic signal and turn lanes along the roadway at
Flying Cloud Drive; modification of Eden Road to change through movement to Eden
Road extension to the west; addition of a traffic signal at the new intersection; addition of
minor geometric modifications to accommodate modifications of Eden Road®
Addition of turning lanes to Technology Drive at Flying Cloud Drive
Addition of turning lanes to Flying Cloud Drive at Technology drive and a new signal at
Viking Drive
Widening of the roadway and turning lanes at intersection of Technology Drive and Flying
Cloud Drive
Realignment of the on-ramp to eastbound Highway 212 at Valley View Road
Modification of West 70th Street to provide LRT passenger drop-off and bus bays
Change in intersection control of Shady Oak Road at West 70th Street
Extension of roadway at West 62nd Street to provide access to station and new park-
and-ride lot

Minnetonka Realignment of Red Circle Drive and new cul-de-sac for Yellow Circle Drive

New roadway bridges to allow for grade-separated LRT crossing under the roadway at
Feltl Road and Smetana Road

Hopkins

New grade-separated trail crossing with construction of pedestrian underpass at Blake
Road North

Roadway will be permanently eliminated at 16th Avenue between 5th Street and 6th
Street at location of proposed Hopkins OMF

Short extension of 15th Avenue south to create turnaround and access to the proposed
Hopkins OMF

New cul-de-sac on 6th Street at existing 16th Avenue

Addition of south leg at the 17th Avenue South intersection and associated turn-lane
additions

Extension of 17th Avenue south from Excelsior Boulevard to the Shady Oak Station and
park-and-ride lot

Addition of access road connecting Blake Road North and Excelsior Boulevard by means
of existing Pierce Avenue, with a new traffic signal at Excelsior Boulevard and Pierce
Avenue intersection

St. Louis Park

Reconstruction of light rail /freight rail/trail bridge structures over Louisiana Avenue
intersection

Reconstruction of intersection at Oxford Street and Edgewood Avenue South

Modification of roadway from a single through lane in each direction to two through lanes
with bike lanes in each direction on Wooddale Avenue South

New signalized intersections at Highway 7 interchange ramps on Wooddale Avenue
South, access at Minnesota 7 Service road changed to right-in/right-out

New at-grade light rail crossing combined with the existing at-grade freight rail crossing
at Beltline Boulevard.

New Beltline Access Road south and east of Beltline park-and-ride lot, including
modifications of the existing Highway 7 Service road east of Beltline Boulevard

Addition of new northbound left-turn lane at Beltline Boulevard/County Road 25

Modification of Beltline roadway from Park Glen Road to the LRT at-grade crossing to
add bike lanes and sidewalk on the west side of Beltline Boulevard

Addition of new eastbound right-turn lane on County Road 25 to new Beltline Access
Road

Road closed at Highway 7 Service Road east of Beltline Boulevard

Reconfiguration of the existing roadway/intersection alignment at Lynn Avenue/County
Road 25/Service Road, including new westbound left-turn lane and new traffic signal on
County Road 25

Preliminary Engineering Plans
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Jurisdiction

Roadway Improvement Description

Pedestrian and vehicular circulation and access improvements at Beltline Station,
including the extension of Lynn Avenue and a new road along the north side of the LRT
and freight rail corridor; extends south of the County Road 25/Lynn Avenue intersection
to just north of the pedestrian trail and along the north side of the trail to the park-and-
ride surface lot, and includes excavation quantities and limits temporary shoring, retaining
walls, and a new roadway section

Minneapolis

Reconfiguration of lane widths at West Lake Street to accommodate barrier placement
between roadway and sidewalks from Chowen Avenue South to Market Plaza

Permanent modification of the alignment of Abbott Avenue and Chowen Avenue to create
West 31st Street near West Lake Station to accommodate future development

Narrowing of roadway widths at Abbott Avenue and Chowen Avenue to remove parking
on one side of the roadway and accommodate boulevard section between back of curb
and adjacent sidewalk

New roadway/trail signal at Cedar Lake Parkway Trail at-grade crossing, combined with

existing freight rail at-grade crossing, and reconstruction of intersection with Burnham
Road

Reconstruction of the intersection at West 21st Street Thomas Avenue South/West 22nd
Street

Reconfiguration of lane widths on Penn Avenue South to accommodate wider sidewalk
on bridge

Removal of right-turn lane for southbound Penn Avenue South at 1-394 ramps

New access for the passenger drop-off at Penn Station on South Wayzata
Boulevard/I-394 ramp intersection

Modifications of sidewalk and path on Van White Boulevard south of the bridge

Addition of a new station access road under the Van White Boulevard bridge connecting
Van White Boulevard and Linden Avenue West

Removal of the existing bridge and replacement with two vehicular bridges on Glenwood
Avenue Modification to the alignment of Royalston Avenue to accommodate side-running
light rail and Royalston Station

Modification of Royalston Avenue from a four-lane roadway to a two-lane roadway and
the addition of an at-grade, signal-controlled crossing through the Royalston
Avenue/Holden Street intersection

Modification of Holden Street North from a four-lane roadway to a two-lane roadway

Modification of Border Avenue from a four-lane roadway to a two-lane roadway from
Holden Street North to Cesar Chavez Avenue.

Narrowing of roadway widths on Border Avenue from Cesar Chavez Avenue to Royalston
Avenue North to accommodate boulevard section between back of curb and adjacent
sidewalk

Reconstruction of intersections on Border Avenue with 3rd Avenue North, Cesar Chavez
Avenue, and Royalston Avenue North/Lakeside Avenue

New traffic signal at intersection of 5th Avenue North and North 7th Street

Reconstruction of Fremont Avenue North roadway from 2nd Street to north of Glenwood
Avenue North

Addition of northbound and southbound protected bike lanes on North 7th Street from
Plymouth Avenue North to 2nd Avenue North

@ These roadway improvements are deferred with the Eden Prairie Town Center Station and will be constructed when the Eden
Prairie Town Center Station is constructed.

Preliminary Engineering Plans
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TABLE E-3

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements by Light Rail Station

Light Rail Station

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement Description

Improvements Not Specific to a
Proposed Light Rail Station

ADA-compliant curb ramps and detectable warnings will be constructed at light rail
stations, as well as at modified roadway intersections

Pedestrian crossings of light rail tracks will include flashing light signal assemblies with
an audible warning to notify pedestrians of train arrival at crossing locations (these
crossing treatments may also include detectable warnings and signs)

Existing private trails that are displaced by the Project will be replaced at the discretion
of the owner of that private trail

All existing public regional and local trails relocated by the Project will be replaced by
similar facilities that will provide the same transportation connectivity

Bicycle and pedestrian improvements, to provide the level of access for transit-dependent
populations who cannot use park-and-ride facilities, including:

Close a trail gap along Van White Boulevard/Fremont Avenue North between Van White
Memorial Boulevard and 2nd Avenue North

Work with City Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board staff to redesign the connection
of the Cedar Lake Trail and Kenilworth Trail near Penn Station for a more functional
connection

Add a push button signal or some form of traffic control at the intersection of Cedar Lake
Parkway and the Kenilworth Trail

Connect to East Cedar Beach from 21st Street Station, including additional wayfinding

Convert the existing 7th Street bikeway to a protected bikeway facility between 2nd
Avenue North and Plymouth Avenue North

Opus Station

Stairs and ramps will be provided to make the connection between existing facilities and
station; ramps will accommodate pedestrian and bicycle users, and will be ADA-
compliant

Downtown Hopkins Station

Ramps will be provided to make the connection between existing facilities and station;
ramps will accommodate pedestrian and bicycle users, and will be ADA-compliant

Crosswalk improvements at all four legs of the Excelsior Boulevard and 8th Avenue
South intersection, consisting of standard concrete construction between the outer
crosswalk boundaries with additional jointing identifying the crosswalk area, contingent on
the approval of Hennepin County, the roadway owner

Blake Station

New grade-separated trail crossing at Blake Road

Wooddale Station

New grade-separated trail crossing at Wooddale Avenue

Beltline Station

New grade-separated trail bridge to span over the LRT and freight rail tracks and Beltline
Boulevard

West Lake Station

Stairs and ramps will be provided to make the connection between existing facilities and
station; ramps will accommodate pedestrian and bicycle users and will be ADA-
compliant; station will include elevators

Enhanced pedestrian connections will be provided along West Lake Street between Drew
Avenue South and Market Plaza and along Excelsior Boulevard between Market Plaza
and West 32nd Street

Abbott Avenue and Chowen Avenue will be realigned to accommodate future
development on the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA) property, as
shown in the Transitional Station Area Action Plan, and the platform and LRT tracks will
be designed to not preclude the space required for the Midtown Rail project.; enhanced
pedestrian connections will be built along Chowen and Abbott Avenues and along the
newly aligned street segment

Penn Station

Elevators, stairs, and ramps will be provided to make the connection between existing
facilities and station; ramps will accommodate pedestrian and bicycle users and will be
ADA-compliant

Pedestrian connections from Penn Station across 1-394 and north to Mount View Avenue
will be improved and enhanced

Additional ADA-compliant improvements at Penn Avenue and Cedar Lake Road will be
added; ADA-compliant curb ramps and detectable warnings will be constructed to the
latest standards at light rail stations, as well as at roadway intersections that will be
modified (e.g., accommodating light rail crossings, widening the roadway for vehicle
traffic as necessary)

Additional sidewalks will be provided, as enhanced pedestrian connections, along the
south side of Wayzata Boulevard from Thomas Avenue east to the access to Penn
Station

Preliminary Engineering Plans
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Light Rail Station

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement Description

Van White Station

Sidewalk improvements along Dunwoody Boulevard will be added, including
improvements to the under-bridge area beneath -394 and intersection improvements at
Stadium Parkway/Emerson Avenue South

New pedestrian bridge to Bryn Mawr Meadows will be added (replacing the existing trail
bridge)

Royalston Station

Pedestrian connections will be enhanced to the Farmers Market, from both the north and
south, via the frontage road and Holden and Border Avenues

Preliminary Engineering Plans
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

TABLE E-4
Locally Requested Capital Investments

Jurisdiction/Improvement

Description

Eden Prairie

#1: N-S Roadway

A new north-south roadway connecting the proposed Town Center Station in the
City of Eden Prairie to Singletree Lane. This proposed roadway is generally located
immediately west of the Town Center Station and cul-de-sac, both to be
constructed as part of the Project, and proceeding south to Singletree Lane; and
includes curb, gutter, trail, sidewalk, streetscaping, and utilities.

#2: Trail from Golden Triangle Station

A new 8-foot-wide bituminous trail with a 2-foot buffer on each side extending
from the south side of West 70th Street to an existing trail that continues to Valley
View Road and includes retaining walls and fencing between the Golden Triangle
Trail and the light rail tracks.

#3: SouthWest Station Trail

A new 8-foot-wide concrete trail with a 2-foot buffer on each side, extending from
the east side of the SouthWest Station platform to Prairie Center Drive along the
north side of the light rail tracks, and includes retaining walls, pedestrian-scale
lighting, fencing between the SouthWest Station Trail and the light rail tracks,
storm sewer relocation, demolition, new pavement, curb, gutter, and guardrails
associated with the Highway 212 off-ramp.

#4: Catenary Poles

Tapered, tubular catenary poles at selected locations Eden Prairie.

#5: Decorative Street Lighting

Installation of decorative street lighting in the Town Center area.

#6: Decorative Fencing and Bridge Railing

One-level upgrade of decorative fencing and bridge railings along the alignment in
Eden Prairie.

#7: Planter Boxes

Installation of concrete planter boxes and walls adjacent to the alignment in the
Town Center area.

#8: Bridge Aesthetics Upgrade

Upgrade bridge aesthetic quality by 5 percent on the Prairie Center Drive, Valley
View Road, and Shady Oak Road/Highway 212 bridges (excludes Nine Mile and
1-494).

#9: Embedded Track

Embedded track from Station 2112+50 (west of the proposed north-south road
near Town Center Station, at the western edge of the traction power substation) to
Station 2128+50 (east of Eden Road and Glen Road intersection).

#10: Public Plaza at Stations

Construct public plazas adjacent to the station platforms at City West, Golden
Triangle, Town Center, and SouthWest Stations, including elements beyond the
base project.

#11: Technology Drive Extension

Reconstruct a 150-foot section of Technology Drive located west of 11825
Technology Drive in Eden Prairie, and includes curb, gutter, trail, and stormwater
utilities.

Minnetonka

#12: Extension of 17th Avenue

Extend 17th Avenue from the southern park and ride driveway to K-Tel Drive, and
includes pavement, sidewalks along both sides of the Extension, and installation of
a 10-inch water main and an 8-inch sanitary sewer.

#13: Guideway Profile Adjustment

Adjust guideway profile, which requires additional earth excavation and additional
retaining walls along the guideway to not preclude a future potential infill LRT
station at Smetana Road.

Hopkins

#14: 17th Avenue Water Main and Sewer

Installation of a water main and sanitary sewer generally located under 17th
Avenue starting from Excelsior Boulevard then southward to the second park and
ride driveway, and installation of a water main from the roundabout heading east to
the limits of the Metro Transit Park-and-Ride site to an existing main in the City of
Hopkins.

St. Louis Park

#17: Xenwood Avenue Underpass

A roadway underpass of Xenwood Avenue near the Wooddale Station in the City,
and includes excavation qualities and limits, temporary shoring, utility relocations,
retaining walls, bridges for the pedestrian/bike trail, freight railroad tracks and LRT
tracks, and direct fixation of LRT track to accommodate future Xenwood Avenue
improvements.

Preliminary Engineering Plans
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Jurisdiction/Improvement

Description

#32: Beltline Blvd/CSAH 25 Improvements

Circulation and access improvements at the intersection of Beltline Boulevard and
Highway 25, and includes adding bicycle lanes along Beltline Boulevard,
lengthening the second left-turn lane for eastbound Highway 25, pedestrian ramp
improvements, pavement, and lighting. The Beltline/Highway 25 Improvements
may include adjusting utilities and widening Beltline Boulevard to accommodate
bike lanes on each side of the roadway.

#33 Louisiana Station Area Trail

A new 8-foot pedestrian/bicycle trail along Oxford Street beginning at the
intersection of Oxford Street and Edgewood Avenue and continuing eastward along
the south side of the proposed project alignment and terminating at the intersection
of Railroad Avenue and Brunswick Avenue, and including clearing and grubbing,
excavation, pavement, signing, and fencing, and design adjustments of ballast
curbs, and retaining walls along the Project alignment.

Hennepin County

#26: New Trail between LRT Tracks and
CSAH 61

A new bicycle/pedestrian trail along the corridor between the LRT track and
Highway 61 (“Flying Cloud Drive”) from Technology Drive to Valley View Road in
the City of Eden Prairie, Minnesota. The addition of the Trail requires Flying Cloud
Drive to shift slightly eastward to accommodate the Trail and includes new
roadway pavement, curb and gutter, drainage systems, sidewalk, barrier wall,
signage, Flying Cloud Drive bridge over 1-494, and traffic signal mast adjustments.

#27: Fiber Optic Conduit

Conduit for fiber optic installed along the length of the corridor.

Source: Council, 2015.

Preliminary Engineering Plans
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APPENDIX F
1 Development and Evaluation of Design Adjustments Addressed in the

Supplemental Draft EIS

This appendix provides a description of the development and evaluation of design adjustments to LRT 3A
and LRT 3A-1 that were addressed in the Southwest Light Rail Transit (LRT) Project’s Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (Supplemental Draft EIS), which was published by the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) and the Metropolitan Council (Council) in May 2015. That design adjustment process
and its outcome is described in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 of the Supplemental Draft EIS.

In general, the design adjustment process was initiated in January 2013 after the close of the Draft EIS public
comment period and concluded in April and July 2014 with the identification by the Council of the design
adjustments to be incorporated into the LPA, including light rail and related design adjustments and freight
rail modifications. The LPA includes double-tracked light rail line between Minneapolis and Eden Prairie
with seventeen light rail stations and an Operations and Maintenance Facility (OMF). Under the LPA, the
proposed light rail alignment would run through the Golden Triangle/Opus areas, to Hennepin County
Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA) property through Hopkins and St. Louis Park, then along the
Kenilworth Corridor through Minneapolis to Royalston Station and connecting to Target Field Station. Two
of the five build alternatives in the Draft EIS include the LPA (LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1). The transit
improvements included in LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 are coupled with the proposed relocation or co-location of
TC&W freight trains currently operating along the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor. LRT 3A includes
the proposed relocation of TC&W trains to the MN&S Spur and Wayzata Subdivision, while LRT 3A-1
includes the continued operations of TC&W freight trains currently operating along the Bass Lake Spur and
Kenilworth Corridor.

This appendix provides the following: an overview of the design adjustment process to LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1
addressed in the Supplemental Draft EIS; coordination activities that have occurred to support that design
adjustment process; and a detailed review of the development and evaluation of light rail-related design
adjustments and freight rail modifications addressed in the Supplemental Draft EIS in the Eden Prairie
Segment, for the proposed Hopkins Operations and Maintenance Facility (OMF), and in the St. Louis
Park/Minneapolis Segment, which were the focus of the Supplemental Draft EIS. This appendix includes the
following sections:

1.0 Overview of the Design Adjustment Process

2.0 Coordination

3.0 Eden Prairie Segment

4.0 Potential Operations and Maintenance Facility Sites

5.0 St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment
1.1 Overview of the Design Adjustment Process

This section summarizes the process used by the Council to identify design adjustments to the LRT 3A and
LRT 3A-1 addressed in the Supplemental Draft EIS. The project team developed and evaluated the design
adjustments in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS, including proposed adjustments to:
accommodate local goals and objectives; improve the performance of the proposed light rail extension;
reduce project costs; and avoid or minimize the project’s adverse environmental impacts.

The project’s ongoing engagement and communication with the affected public has been a fundamental
element of planning for the Southwest LRT Project, including the design adjustment process described in this
appendix. That general process and timeframe is illustrated in Exhibit F-1.

The design adjustment process implemented by the Council was supported by the project’s Technical Project
Advisory Committee (TPAC), which is composed of staff from the Council’s Southwest LRT Project Office,
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Hennepin County, MnDOT, the cities of Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, Hopkins, St. Louis Park, and Minneapolis,
Three Rivers Park District, and the Council’s Metro Transit Rail Operations division. Community and
business representatives serve on the project’s Business Advisory Committee (BAC) and Community
Advisory Committee (CAC), which provide input and recommendations to the Corridor Management
Committee (CMC), including design adjustments addressed in the Supplemental Draft EIS.

Starting in early 2013, the Council held approximately 20 public open houses and community meetings and
provided dozens of presentations at the request of various groups throughout the project corridor. Meetings
with the public have been tailored to present information and solicit feedback on specific project issues.

EXHIBIT F-1
Overview of Coordination Activities for SWLRT Design Adjustment Process

2013 2014
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 M12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Community Advisory Committee, Business Advisory Committee, Corridor Management Committee

Agencies & Municipalities
Freight Railroads

Community Meetings

Public Testimony Public Testimony
Oct. 14 July 9
) ¢ 40 IR ¢
* * * Kk & *
Public Testimony
Jan. 7 &9
Public Testimony
Feb. 10 & 12
Public Testimony Public Testimony
July 17 & 18 April 2 &9

On March 31, 2014, Council staff released a draft recommendation of the design adjustments to be
incorporated into the proposed project. Following receipt of public comment on those recommendations at
its meeting on April 2, 2014, the CMC adopted a resolution recommending the design adjustments to be
incorporated into the proposed project’s scope and budget. On April 9, 2014, the Council identified the
adjustments to be incorporated into the proposed project. The Council’s action was based on its
consideration of the technical analysis of the range of potential design adjustments to the proposed project,
as summarized in Section 2.3 of the Supplemental Draft EIS. The Council also considered comments received
from the public, agencies, jurisdictions, and committees within the project’s public involvement and agency
coordination activities starting with the close of the Draft EIS public comment period, including public
testimony received at its meeting on April 9, 2014. On July 9, 2014, the CMC considered additional design
adjustments within the City of Minneapolis that were proposed in a memorandum of understanding between
the Council and the City of Minneapolis. The CMC endorsed the additional proposed design adjustments,
which the Council subsequently approved on July 9, 2014.
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1.2 Coordination

This section provides a description of coordination activities that have occurred to support the design
adjustment process addressed in the Supplemental Draft EIS. These activities helped to support the
development and evaluation of design adjustments to LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 described in Sections 3.0, 4.0,
and 5.0 of this appendix, related to the Eden Prairie Segment, the Hopkins OMF, and the St. Louis
Park/Minneapolis Segment.

1.2.1 Eden Prairie Segment

The process used to develop and evaluate the light rail improvements described in Section 3.0 of this
appendix included the following coordination activities:

e Various public involvement activities, as illustrated in Exhibit F-1. These activities spanned the entire
length of the segment’s design adjustment process and included the opportunity to submit comments via
printed public comment cards. Opportunities to provide public testimony were also available.

e Coordination with the project’s participating agencies.

e Approximately 20 project-sponsored meetings associated with the Council’s technical issue resolution
process described in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental Draft EIS. Those meetings included, at various times,
staff and/or consultants from the Council, MnDOT, Hennepin County, the City of Eden Prairie, Riley
Purgatory Bluff Creek Watershed District, and SouthWest Transit.

1.2.2 Hopkins OMF

The process used to develop and evaluate the proposed location of the OMF described in Section 4.0 of this
appendix included the following coordination activities:

e Various public involvement activities, as illustrated in Exhibit F-1. These activities spanned the entire
length of the segment’s design adjustment process and included the opportunity to submit comments via
printed public comment cards. Opportunities to provide public testimony were also available.

e (Coordination with the project’s participating agencies.

e Approximately 25 project-sponsored meetings associated with the Council’s technical issue resolution
process described in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental Draft EIS. Those meetings included, at various times,
staff and/or consultants from the Council, MnDOT, Hennepin County, and the cities of Eden Prairie,
Minnetonka, Hopkins, St. Louis Park, and Minneapolis.

1.2.3 St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment

The process used to develop and evaluate light rail improvements and freight rail modifications described in
Section 3 of this appendix included the following coordination activities:

e Various public involvement activities, as illustrated in Exhibit F-1.These activities spanned the entire
length of the segment’s design adjustment process and included the opportunity to submit comments via
printed public comment cards. Opportunities to provide public testimony were also available.

e (Coordination with the project’s participating agencies.

e Project-sponsored meetings associated with the Council’s technical issue resolution process described in
Chapter 4 of the Supplemental Draft EIS. Those meetings included, at various times, staff and/or
consultants from the Metropolitan Council, MnDOT, Hennepin County, the cities of Hopkins, Minneapolis,
St. Louis Park, the Three Rivers Parks District, the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board, Xcel Energy,
and TranSystems, and representatives from BNSF, CP, and TC&W freight railroads.

e Attendance of and, at times, public comment by representatives from one or more freight railroads
and/or freight rail shippers at approximately 30 project-sponsored committee or public involvement
meetings (as documented in Section 2.0 of this appendix, respectively) or at meetings held between
project staff and consultants and freight railroad representatives.
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1.3 Eden Prairie Segment

This section provides a summary of the design adjustments to the LPA in the Eden Prairie Segment that were
addressed in the Supplemental Draft EIS. This section first provides background information on the light rail
and related improvements in the segment that were evaluated in the Draft EIS. Second, this section provides
a description of the range of design adjustments to the LPA considered by the Council within the Eden
Prairie Segment and how those potential design adjustments were evaluated.

1.3.1 Background

Four of the five light rail build alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS (LRT 3A, LRT 3A-1, LRT 3C-1, and
LRT 3C-2) included common proposed light rail and related improvements in Eden Prairie. Those
alternatives, shown on Exhibit 2.2-3 and described in Section 2.2.3 of this Final EIS, included the following:

o LRT Alignment: The light rail alignment proposed within the Draft EIS within the Eden Prairie Segment
extended east from a terminus just west of Mitchell Road, staying south of Highway 212 to the Southwest
Station (cohabitated with the existing SouthWest Transit Center), and continuing east along Technology
Drive to the intersection of Flying Cloud Drive and 1-494.

e LRT Stations: The Draft EIS evaluated three proposed light rail stations in the Eden Prairie Segment,
from west to east: (1) Mitchell Station, west of Mitchell Road and south of Highway 212, (2) Southwest
Station, within the existing SouthWest Transit Center, and (3) Eden Prairie Town Center Station, on the
south side of Technology Drive between Prairie Center and Flying Cloud drives.

o LRT Park-and-ride Lots: The Draft EIS proposed three park-and-ride lots within Eden Prairie:
400 surface and 400 structure spaces at Mitchell Station, 400 structured spaces at Southwest Station, and
650 structured spaces at Eden Prairie Town Center Station.

During the Draft EIS public comment period, the City of Eden Prairie asked the Council to investigate the
feasibility of a more centrally located and walkable Eden Prairie Town Center Station that would provide
better opportunities for transit-oriented development and redevelopment. The City noted that a station
within walking distance of the Eden Prairie Center (a regional shopping mall) would help meet the City’s
long-term economic development goals and provide higher ridership due to its proximity to concentrations
of existing and future employment and commercial activity centers. For similar reasons, the City also asked
the Council to evaluate a location for the Mitchell Station that would be located south along Technology
Drive, somewhere between Mitchell and Wallace Roads, additionally noting that this location for a park-and-
ride lot may be better positioned to intercept automobile traffic coming from the west.

1.3.2 Design Adjustments Considered in the Eden Prairie Segment

Project staff developed a wide range of design adjustments to the LPA (see Table F.3-1 and F.3-2 and
Exhibit F-2) intended to address comments received by the project from the City of Eden Prairie and others
on the Draft EIS, and to help avoid or minimize adverse impacts, increase transit ridership and reduce
project costs, while meeting the project’s Purpose and Need (see Chapter 1).

TABLE F.3-1
Eden Prairie Segment — First- and Second-Step Adjustment Descriptions

First- and Second-Step Subsegment Adjustments

Western Terminus to Prairie Center Dr.

Draft EIS |Mitchell Station would be on the west side of Mitchell Rd. and on the north side of the Eaton property. LRT alignment
3A would follow the south side of Highway 212 east to Southwest Station.

5A LRT alignment would be on the north side of Technology Dr. from Wallace Road to Mitchell Rd., turning south through
private property bounded by Anderson Lakes Pkwy., Mitchell Rd., and Technology Dr., crossing Purgatory Creek on
structure and passing between Flagship Corporate Center and Flagship Athletic Club facilities. Station on the north side of
Anderson Lakes Pkwy. Could be aligned with a north-running or a center-running alignment adjustment on Singletree Ln.,
crossing Prairie Center Dr. on aerial structure.

8A LRT alignment would be on the south side of Technology Drive from Wallace Road, crossing Purgatory Creek on the
south side of Technology Dr. On south side of Technology Dr. adjacent to Purgatory Creek Park to Prairie Center Dr.
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First- and Second-Step Subsegment Adjustments

12A

LRT alignment would be on the north side of Technology Dr. from Wallace Rd. to future extension of Hiawatha St. then
center-running along Technology Dr. to bus driveway at Southwest Station. At Purgatory Creek, the alignment would
bridge over westbound Technology Dr. and remain on structure to cross the Southwest Station area just south of
Southwest Transit Station parking garage. The structure would continue over to the east side of Prairie Center Dr. and
connect to 21C.

18A

Same as 20A west of Purgatory Creek, turning south at Purgatory Creek (crossing on a structure) and passing between
Flagship Corporate Center and Flagship Athletic Club facilities. Could be aligned with a north-running or center-running
alignment on Singletree Ln., crossing Prairie Center Dr. on structure. Includes several station options along

Technology Dr.

20A

Terminus station would be at Wallace Road. LRT alignment would run at-grade along north side of Technology Drive,
switching to the south side of Technology Dr. at the west driveway at Eden Prairie City Center to the bus-only driveway
at Southwest Station and cross Technology Dr. at-grade to Southwest Station.

23A

LRT alignment would be located on the north side of Technology Dr., from Wallace Rd. to future extension of
Hiawatha St., and would turn north through privately owned commercial property to south side of Highway 212.
The alignment would run along south side of Highway 212 to Southwest Station, similar to the Draft EIS.

26A

LRT alignment would be east-side-running along Wallace Rd. from Technology Dr. to Highway 212 and would turn east
to follow the Draft EIS 3A alignment along south side to Highway 212 to Southwest Station.

Prairie Center Dr. between Southwest Station and Singletree Ln.

2A The alignment would be west-side-running along Prairie Center Dr., with an aerial crossing of Technology Dr. and
crossing Prairie Center Drive near the Flagship Corporate Center to the bluff on the east side.

Draft EIS |From Southwest Station, LRT alignment would follow the south side of Highway 212 eastbound off ramp and would cross

3A under Prairie Center Dr. to south side of Technology Dr.

8A LRT alignment would be west-side-running on Prairie Center Dr. (west) with either an at-grade or aerial crossing at
Technology Dr. and either an at-grade or aerial crossing to the center of Singletree Ln. to connect to 24A.

8A1 Center-running LRT alignment along Prairie Center Dr. and center-running along Singletree Ln. (24A), to west-side-
running along Prairie Center Dr. at new signal between Singletree Ln. and Technology Dr. At-grade crossing at
Technology Dr.

21C LRT alignment would be on the east side of Prairie Center Dr. (west) with either below-grade or aerial crossing at
Technology Dr. continuing to the north side of Singletree Ln. (21C) or the center of Singletree Ln. (24A).

24A LRT alignment would have an aerial crossing of Technology Dr. out of Southwest Station area, and be center-running on

Prairie Center Dr. (west).

Prairie Center Dr. to 1-494

Draft EIS
3A

LRT alignment would follow the south side of Technology Dr. crossing several private driveways. The alignment would
cross diagonally to north side of Technology Dr. at eastern access to Rosemount Emerson. The alignment would follow
the north side of Technology Dr. to 1-494 and would cross 1-494 on an aerial structure.

1B LRT alignment would cross Flying Cloud Dr. below-grade, and continue on the south side of West 78th St. and the
center of Prairie Center Dr. (east). Would include a below-grade station option on east side of Flying Cloud Dr.

2A Known as the “Comp Plan,” the alignment would run between Costco and Bachman’s on the bluff and between
Rosemount Emerson and Brunswick Zone along Eden Rd., and would continue north along the west side of Flying
Cloud Dr.

2A1 Alignment would be center-running or be on the north side of Singletree Ln. from Prairie Center Dr. (west) to an
alignment following Glen Ln. Would include a connection into west-side-running on Flying Cloud Dr. north of Eden Rd.

2B LRT alignment would follow alignment 2A between Prairie Center Dr. (west) and Flying Cloud Dr., crossing Flying
Cloud Dr. at-grade and continuing along the south side of Leona Rd. and along the west side Prairie Center Dr. (east).

21C LRT alignment on the north side of Singletree Ln., along west side of Flying Cloud Dr. Station on Singletree Ln. at
Glen Ln.

24A LRT alignment would be center-running along Singletree Ln. and either would cross to the north side at Eden Rd.
intersection and would continue on the west side of Flying Cloud Dr. or continue across Flying Cloud Dr. to connect to
1B or 1A.

East of 1-494

Draft EIS |From Technology Dr., LRT alignment would cross 1-494, Flying Cloud Dr., and Viking Dr. on an aerial structure. To the

3A north of Viking Dr., the alignment would follow the east side of Flying Cloud Dr. with at-grade crossing of Valley
View Rd.

1A From 1-494, LRT alignment would run on the north side of Flying Cloud Dr. and would cross at-grade to south side at
Viking Dr. Valley View Rd. crossing would be either at-grade or aerial.

1A2 From 1-494, LRT alignment would run on the north side of Flying Cloud Dr. and would cross aerially at the intersection
of Valley View Rd. and Flying Cloud Dr. to south side of Highway 212 entrance ramp.
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First- and Second-Step Subsegment Adjustments

1B LRT alignment would be center-running along Prairie Center Dr. (east) and would cross Valley View Rd. at-grade at the
intersection with Prairie Center Dr. (east) and Valley View Rd.

2B LRT alignment would be on the west side Prairie Center Dr., crossing east at Viking Dr., crossing Valley View Rd.
at-grade.

15A LRT alignment would follow the 1-494 ramp to eastbound Hwy 212 to the north of the Residence Inn and Hampton Inn

along Hwy 212 right-of-way, crossing under the Valley View overpass of Highway 212 and beneath the ramps.

TABLE F.3-2
Eden Prairie Steps 1 and 2 Subsegments and Design Adjustments Considered
Third Step Name
Subsegment®/Adjustment # First Step Second Step (Supplemental Draft EIS Status)
Western Terminus to Prairie Center Drive
3A Retained Dismissed
12A Dismissed
5A Dismissed
20A Retained Retained Technology Drive (retained)
18A Dismissed
8A Dismissed
23A Retained Retained Highway 212 (dismissed)
26A Retained Dismissed
Prairie Center Drive between Southwest Station and Singletree Lane
3A Retained Dismissed
24A Retained Retained Singletree Lane® (dismissed)
21C Dismissed
2A Retained Retained Comprehensive Plan® (retained)
8A Retained Dismissed
8A1 Retained Dismissed
Prairie Center Drive to 1-494
3A Retained Dismissed
2A Retained Retained Comprehensive Plan® (retained)
21C Dismissed
24A Retained Retained Singletree Lane® (dismissed)
1B Dismissed
2A1 Dismissed
2B Dismissed
East of 1-494
3A Retained Dismissed
1A Retained Dismissed
1A2 Retained Retained Retained
1B Dismissed
2B Dismissed
15A Dismissed

@The Steps 1 and 2 Western Terminus to Prairie Center Drive subsegment is equivalent to the Step 3 West subsegment. The other
Steps 1 and 2 subsegments are equivalent to the Step 3 East subsegment.

® Steps 1 and 2 adjustments 2A and 24A in the Prairie Center Drive and Prairie Center Drive to 1-494 subsegments were combined
to form the Step 3 Comprehensive Plan and Singletree Lane alignment adjustments, respectively.

Source: The Council, January 2014. See Exhibit F-2 for an illustration of the design adjustments referenced in this table.

To meet those objectives, project staff implemented a three-step process for the Eden Prairie Segment to
develop, evaluate, and receive stakeholder comment on a wide range of potential design adjustments to the
LPA. Further, the stepwise process included a series of meetings with project staff, City of Eden Prairie and
Hennepin County staff, and other stakeholders. The process also included presentations to and input from
the TPAC, CAC, and BAC and presentations to and recommendations from the CMC (see Section 2.0 of this
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EXHIBIT F-2

Step 1 and 2 Subsegments and Design Adjustments Considered - Eden Prairie Segment
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appendix for additional detail). In addition, the process included public meetings and open houses for the
public to receive information and comment on the various design adjustments to the LPA under
consideration. The results of the analysis within this three-step process, along with the committee
recommendations and public comments received, informed the Council in April 2014 to identify the
adjustments to this segment of the LPA that are evaluated further in the Supplemental Draft EIS.

1.3.2.1 First-Step Evaluation

In the first step of evaluating the alignment adjustment process, project staff developed, reviewed, and
discussed a wide range of potential adjustments to the LPA with affected jurisdictions and the TPAC.

The first step of evaluation divided the Eden Prairie Segment into four general subsegments, with each
having between six and eight potential light rail alignment-related adjustments developed and evaluated
(see Exhibit F-2 and Tables F.3-1 and F.3-2):1

The western terminus to Prairie Center Drive (with eight potential adjustments)

Prairie Center Drive between Southwest Station and Singletree Lane (with six potential adjustments)
Prairie Center Drive to 1-494 (with seven potential adjustments)

East of [-494 (with six potential adjustments)

This range of design adjustments included consideration of an OMF site in part on the City of Eden Prairie’s
existing maintenance facility garage site, which is located along Technology Drive west of Mitchell Road.
Some configurations of potential adjustments would have combined the OMF site in Eden Prairie with the
Mitchell Station and park-and-ride lot.

During the first step of evaluation, the potential alignment adjustments were analyzed for possible impacts
to right-of-way, automobile and truck traffic, on- and off-street parking supply, and wetlands and other
environmental resources. This initial analysis focused on adjustments to the proposed light rail alignment,
station locations, and park-and-ride lots. As a result of the first step of analysis, between three and five
alignment adjustments within each subsegment advanced into the second step of the evaluation. Table F.3-3
provides a summary of the measures used to evaluate the potential first step of adjustments to the LPA.
Table F.3-3 also notes which design adjustments were advanced into the second step for additional
evaluation.

TABLE F.3-3
Eden Prairie Alignment Adjustment — First-Step Evaluation2
Subsegment Status Measures

Western Terminus to Prairie Center Dr.

Draft EIS 3A |Retained e EIS/LPA alignment carried into second-step evaluation without assessment in the first-step
evaluation

5A Dismissed e Parking: Property owner south of Technology Dr. not supportive of station on their property or shared
parking

e Environmental: Environmental impacts and potential Section 4(f) impacts across Purgatory Creek

e Station: Would eliminate Southwest Station and replace it with a station on the north side of
Anderson Lakes Pkwy just east of Mitchell Road, away from a major activity center.

8A Dismissed e Right-of-Way: Access impacts along Technology Dr.

e Traffic: Impacts at the Prairie Center Dr./Technology Dr. intersection, and undesirable track
geometry

e Environmental: Environmental impacts and potential Section 4(f) impacts across Purgatory Creek
pond, Impacts on Purgatory Creek Recreational Area park

e Station: Precluded having Southwest Station and moved the station to the west on Technology Dr.

1 Some potential design adjustments spanned two or more subsegments, while others were confined to one subsegment. The proposed
light rail alignment and stations for the LPA as evaluated in LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 of the Draft EIS were included and evaluated within each of
the four subsegments and are accounted for within the number of adjustments in each subsegment.

2 Throughout this appendix, “dismissed” means that a design adjustment was removed from further study at that time; “retained” means
that a design adjustment was advanced into the next step of analysis for further study. Source for all tables is (Council, 2013/14), unless
noted.
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Subsegment Status

Measures

12A Dismissed ¢ Right-of-Way:
— Property impacts on Southwest Station businesses and Southwest condos; disrupts
functionality of the area
— Required roadway widening on both sides of Technology Dr.
— Deep excavation for removal and replacement of engineered fill (up to 45 feet)
—  Numerous utility relocations
— Access impacts on Southwest Station condominiums
e Environmental: Visual impacts on Southwest Station condominiums and Purgatory Creek Park due to
elevated LRT alignment in Southwest Station area
18A Dismissed ¢ Right-of-Way: Requires closing the Bachman’s/Watertower Apartments shared driveway
e Environmental: impacts and potential Section 4(f) impacts across Purgatory Creek
e Station:
— Moves Southwest Station west on Technology Dr.
— Property owner south of Technology Dr. not supportive of station on their property or
shared parking
— St. Andrews Church not supportive of a station and park-and-ride facility near its building
20A Retained ¢ Right-of-Way: Fewer access impacts on Southwest Station condominiums than 12A
e Traffic: Less roadway reconstruction along Technology Dr. than center-running (12A)
e Environmental: Less visual impact on Southwest Station condominiums than 12A due to being at-
grade through most of the Southwest Station area
23A Retained e Station: Achieves City desire for station with improved access to Hwy 212 west based on Draft EIS
alignment
26A Retained ¢ Right-of-Way:

— Impacted property owner prefers this option over 23A
— Requires removal of one building on private property
e Station: Achieves City desire for station with improved access to Hwy 212 west based on Draft EIS
alignment

Prairie Center Dr. between

Southwest Station and Singletree Ln.

Draft EIS 3A |Retained

e EIS/LPA alignment carried into second-step evaluation without assessment in the first-step
evaluation

2A Retained e Traffic: Minimum traffic impacts
8A Retained o Traffic: Potential routing option to get to the west side of Prairie Center Dr. and to limit need for
grade-separated crossing
8A1 Retained o Traffic: Potential routing option to get to the west side of Prairie Center Dr. and to limit need for
grade-separated crossing
21C Dismissed e Right-of-Way: Property impacts related to driveway impacts on the north side of Prairie Center Dr.
o Traffic:
— Undesirable intersection and track configuration connecting to center-running on Singletree Ln.
— Traffic impacts and LRT signal delay at the Prairie Center Dr./Technology Dr. intersection
24A Retained e Traffic: Minimum traffic impacts

e Other: Requires partial reconstruction of Prairie Center Dr. (west)

Prairie Center Dr. to 1-494

Draft EIS 3A |Retained

e EIS/LPA alignment carried into second-step evaluation without assessment in the first-step
evaluation

1B Dismissed ¢ Right-of-Way: Property impacts
o Traffic:
— ?ubst)antially higher LRT signal delays due to traffic and traffic signals on Prairie Center Dr.
east
— Traffic impacts along Prairie Center Dr.
e Station:
— Below-grade station
— Eden Prairie Center owner not supportive of station on its property and sharing parking
2A Retained e Traffic: Minimum traffic impacts
e Other: Alignment as shown in City of Eden Prairie’s adopted Comprehensive Plan
2A1 Dismissed ¢ Right-of-Way:
— Glen Lane-only access for businesses along Flying Cloud Dr.
— Insufficient right-of-way on Glen Lane for LRT, roadway, and pedestrian facilities
e Station: Limits station location options to just in front of Brunswick
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Subsegment Status Measures
2B Dismissed Right-of-Way: Property impacts
Traffic:
— Substantially higher LRT signal delays from traffic and signals on Flying Cloud/Prairie
Center Dr.
— Impacts on traffic crossing Flying Cloud Dr. and along Prairie Center Dr.
21C Dismissed Right-of-Way: Access questions raised by Bachman’s can be mitigated with full access from Prairie
Center Dr. (west), but access concerns of the shared access with Watertower Apartments cannot be
mitigated
Other:
— Maintains existing cross section of Singletree Ln. compared to 24A
— Less compatible with Eden Prairie’s City Center walkability goals
24A Retained Other:
— More compatible with City’s walkability goals than 21C; reduced cross section for Singletree
Ln.
— Requires realignment of Glen Lane
East of 1-494
Draft EIS 3A |Retained EIS/LPA alignment carried into second-step evaluation without assessment in the first-step
evaluation
1A Retained Traffic: North side of Flying Cloud Dr. has fewer impacts on utilities and traffic
Other: More favorable crossing of 1-494 than Draft EIS alignment (shorter bridge)
1A2 Retained Traffic:
— North side of Flying Cloud Dr. has fewer impacts on utilities and traffic
— Fewer ftraffic impacts than 1A
— Fewer LRT signal delays than 1A
Other: More favorable crossing of 1-494 than Draft EIS alignment (shorter bridge)
1B Dismissed Right-of-Way: Property impacts
Traffic:
— Substantially higher LRT signal delays due to traffic and traffic signals on Prairie Center Dr.
(east)
— Traffic impacts along Prairie Center Dr.
Environmental: Vibration impact concerns at Fox 9 Television
2B Dismissed Right-of-Way: Property impacts
Traffic:
— Substantially higher LRT signal delays due to traffic and traffic signals on Prairie Center Dr.
(east)
— Traffic impacts along Prairie Center Dr.
Other: Need to lengthen the existing 1-494 bridges over Prairie Center Dr. (east)
15A Dismissed Traffic: Traffic impacts on the Valley View Rd. and Hwy 212 interchange during construction
Other:
— Need to lengthen the existing Valley View Rd. Bridge
— Extensive retaining walls needed along Highway 212

1.3.2.2 Second-Step Evaluation

The second step of evaluating alignment adjustments in the Eden Prairie Segment included an in-depth
traffic investigation, an assessment of property acquisitions and on- and off-street parking displacements,
and input from local businesses and the public. Based on the second step of analysis and evaluation, the
project team identified four proposed alignment adjustments in the Eden Prairie Segment to be further
considered in the third step of evaluation. Table F.3-4 provides a summary of the measures used to evaluate
the potential second-step adjustments to the LPA. Table F.3-4 also notes the four design adjustments that
were advanced into the third step for additional evaluation.

1.3.2.3 Third-Step Evaluation

For the third-step evaluation, the Eden Prairie Segment was divided into two subsegments that were
different than the subsegments used in the first two steps: West (west of the existing SouthWest Transit
Center) and East (east of the existing SouthWest Transit Center) (see Exhibit F-3). Two potential alignment
adjustments were evaluated in each of the two subsegments. Either West alignment could be paired with
either East adjustment (resulting in four possible combinations): Technology Drive and Highway 212
alignment adjustments in the West subsegment and the Singletree Lane and Comprehensive Plan alignments
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in the East subsegment, shown on Exhibit F-3. Each alignment adjustment had two or more variations,
addressing possible station locations, roadway treatments, park-and-ride lot locations, and accommodation
of an OMF. None of the third-step alignment adjustments were evaluated in the Draft EIS, although the
proposed location of the Southwest Station would be in a similar location as proposed in the Draft EIS and in
the third-step evaluation of design adjustments. The third-step evaluation addressed a range of measures
related to cost, transit travel times and ridership, wetland, floodplain, existing land use near proposed
station areas, and various other measures (see Table F.3-5).

TABLE F.3-4

Eden Prairie Alignment Adjustment — Second-Step Evaluation

Subsegment

Status

Measures

Western Terminus to Prairie Center Dr.

Draft EIS 3A

Dismissed

e Environmental: Noise, vibration, and visual concerns at Southwest Station condominiums

e Right-of-Way: Impacts on private property (right-of-way acquisition)

e Traffic: Mitchell Station difficult to access from west where most park-and-ride (P&R) trips would
originate

e Other: Modifications required to the Highway 5/212 ramps at Mitchell Rd.

e Local Input: 20A preferred by stakeholders through committee process

20A

Retained

e Environmental:

— Fewer impacts on Southwest Station condos (noise, vibration, right-of-way) than 23A/26A
— Potential floodplain concerns

e Local Input: Achieves City of Eden Prairie desire for a station with improved access to
Highway 212 west

e Traffic: LRT travel times and ridership not substantially different from other alternative segments

23A

Retained

Environmental:

Noise, vibration, and visual concerns to Southwest Station condominiums
Right-of-Way: Impacts on private property (bisects Eaton Property)

Other Modifications required to the Highway 5/212 ramps at Mitchell Rd.
Local Input: 20A preferred by stakeholders through committee process

26A

Dismissed

e Local Input: Achieves City desire for centralized station with improved access to Highway 212 west
Right-of-Way: Requires removal of one building on private property

Prairie Center Dr. Between Southwest Station and Singletree Ln.

Draft EIS 3A

Dismissed

e Local Input:

— Located beyond the core of the Eden Prairie City Center area

— Does not adequately serve City-identified areas of potential growth
e Other:

— Limited transit-oriented development opportunities

— Generates least number of LRT-projected riders

— Limited pedestrian connectivity to Eden Prairie Center

— Conflicts with power transmission lines

— Substantial construction impacts due to tunnel construction

2A

Retained

Traffic: Minimal traffic impacts

Other: LRT travel times and ridership not substantially different from other alternative segments
Right-of-Way: Fewer property and roadway impacts than 24A

Local Input: 2A preferred by stakeholders and public through committee process

8A

Dismissed

Traffic: Traffic/LRT delay crossing Singletree Ln./Prairie Center Dr. intersection at-grade
Other: Dismissed in favor of center-running on Prairie Center Dr. (8AT1)
e Right-of-Way: Driveway impacts on Flagship Athletic Club

8A1

Dismissed

Other: Requires partial reconstruction of Prairie Center Dr. (west)
Traffic: Substantial traffic impacts on Prairie Center Dr. at Singletree Ln. and Technology Dr.

24A

Retained

Traffic: More temporary/construction traffic impacts than 2A; reconstruction of Prairie Center Dr.
Right-of-Way: More property impacts than 2A

Other: Below-grade separation at Technology Dr., concerns about high groundwater level

Local Input: 2A preferred by stakeholders and public through committee process

Prairie Center Dr. to 1-494

Draft EIS 3A

Dismissed

e Local Input:

— Located beyond the core of the Eden Prairie City Center area

— Does not adequately serve City-identified areas of potential growth
e Other:

— Limited transit-oriented development opportunities

Development and Evaluation of Design Adjustments Since Publication of the Draft EIS
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Subsegment

Status

Measures

— Generates least number of LRT projected riders

— Limited pedestrian connectivity to Eden Prairie Center
— Conflicts with power transmission lines

— Construction impacts due to tunnel construction

2A

Retained

e Traffic: Minimum traffic impacts

Right-of-Way: Fewer property and roadway impacts than 24A
Other:

— Compatible with Eden Prairie’s City Center walkability goals
— LRT travel times and ridership not substantially different from other alternative segments

Local Input: 2A preferred by stakeholders and public through committee process

24A

Retained

Local Input:
— More compatible with Eden Prairie’s City Center walkability goals than 2A but requires a
reduced cross section of Singletree Ln.
— 2A preferred by stakeholders and public through committee process
Right-of-Way:
— Access concerns to businesses during construction
— Requires higher number of property impacts than 2A
Other: Requires reconstruction of Singletree Ln.

Draft EIS 3A

Dismissed

Environment:
— Substantial structure over 1-494 and Flying Cloud Dr.
— Aerial structure has high visual impact on businesses
— Conflicts with power transmission lines
Traffic:
— More traffic impacts at Valley View Rd. than 1A2
More LRT signal delay at Valley View Rd. than 1A2

Dismissed

Traffic:

— More traffic impacts than 1A2
— More LRT signal delay than 1A2

Environment: Aerial structure has high visual impact on businesses

1A2

Retained

Traffic:

— Fewer traffic impacts than 1A
— Fewer LRT signal delay than 1A

Other:

— Aerial structure has fewer visual impacts
— LRT ridership not substantially different from other alternative segments

Environment: Noise and vibration concerns to existing businesses (Residence Inn and other hotels)

1.3.2.4 Conclusion

Table F.3-5 provides a summary of the criteria and measures used to evaluate the potential third step of
adjustments to the LPA. Based on the analysis documented in this appendix and through the agency
coordination and public involvement process described in this appendix, in April 2014 the Council identified
the following adjustments to be incorporated into the LPA:

e Combined with both the Comprehensive Plan and Singletree Lane alignments. Retaining the Technology
Drive alignment in the West subsegment, which moves the western terminus station from immediately
south of Highway 212 west of Mitchell Road to immediately south of Technology Drive west of Mitchell

Road

e Retain the Comprehensive Plan alignment adjustment in the East subsegment and dismissing the
Singletree Lane alignment adjustment

In summary, in the West subsegment, the Technology Drive alignment would provide better placement of
the Mitchell Station relative to existing and planned development. In the East subsegment, relative to the
Singletree alignment, the Comprehensive Plan alignment adjustment would result in fewer potential traffic
conflicts and fewer property acquisitions and business displacements.
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EXHIBIT F-3
Third Step LRT Alignment Adjustments Evaluated in the Supplemental Draft EIS - Eden Prairie Segment

Purgatory Creek Park

LEGEND
smmsssss  Comprehensive Plan
- e Singletree west Segment | East Segment
s s Highway 212* |
e Technology Drive : *\:@"' L
1 ~!°\\G gt
|
|

BN Proposed LRT Station j\\’
(P&R)  Park-and-Ride Lot
Potential OMF Location

*Dismissed from detailed study
in the Supplemental Draft EIS

« Technology Dr. '\

Southwest -
Lake

_--
———— e
Station (P&R), toiewild
| < Eden Prairie Town Center

=C 0

¥\ gakra, Eden Prairie (LI — Station (P&R) (varies) /J
Mitchell Station Ot y Purgatory N2 :
(P&R) (varies) % | Creek Park
p
~ drairie ’b .

; Mitchay

|
=

Southwest Transit Center |~
(Existing Bus Service)

‘PY IIRYAUN

Scenic Heights Rd.

Purgatory Creek
Reservoir

Source: Preliminary Engineering Consultant-West

Southwest LRT Final EIS - 7 g
M Third Step LRT Alignment Adjustments Evaluated in theSupplemental Draft EIS ExtHoi o 5 e _— L
Eden Prairie Segment e Em— SAEC;FRPILOIE:”W\L'

Development and Evaluation of Design Adjustments Since Publication of the Draft EIS F-13
May 2016



SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION)

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

TABLE F.3-5
Eden Prairie Alignment Adjustment — Third-Step Evaluation
Draft EIS® OPTION 1 OPTION 2 OPTION 3 OPTION 4
Draft EIS LPA - Technology Dr./ Highway 212/
Mitchell Rd. Station Technology Dr./ Highway 212/ Comprehensive Comprehensive
Criteria/Measures Terminal Singletree Ln. Singletree Ln. Plan Plan
Alignment Description® Draft EIS 3A 20A-24A-1A2 23A-24A-1A2 20A-2A-1A2 23A-2A-1A2
Western Terminus Mitchell Rd. Wallace Rd. Wallace Rd. Mitchell Road at Wallace Rd.
Station City Center®
Capital Cost and Key Capital Cost Drivers
Capital Cost (millions)? $234.9 $276.8 $274.9 $270.4 $286.4

Total Park and Ride
Spaces in Segment

1,450 structured
400 surface

950 structured
160 surface

950 structured
160 surface

1380 structured
160 surface

950 structured
160 surface

Mitchell Station

800 spaces
(400 structured
400 surface)

950 structured

950 structured

900 structured

950 structured

Southwest Station

1,325 structured?®
(924 existing)
(400 ramp)

924 structured
(existing; bus +
LRT); assumes
sharing of existing
ramp by
SouthWest Transit
and Southwest

924 structured
(existing; bus +
LRT); assumes
sharing of existing
ramp by
SouthWest Transit
and Southwest

480 new structured;
440 for LRT
demand and 40 to
replace existing
impacted spaces

924 structured
(existing; bus +
LRT); assumes
sharing of existing
ramp by SouthWest
Transit and
Southwest LRT

Dependent Riders
(Year 2030) from Draft
EIS LPA

LRT LRT
Eden Prairie Town 650 structured 160 surface 160 surface 160 surface 160 surface
Center Station
Right-of-way Impacts® 1 full 2 full 2 full 2 full 2 full
13 partial 28 partial 27 partial 20 partial 21 partial
Substantial Utility Overhead high- None Immediately Water mains, sewer Immediately
Impacts voltage utilities near adjacent to Eden and gas mains run adjacent to Eden
Town Center Station Prairie water parallel to, beneath, Prairie water
(east-west and treatment plant or cross alignment treatment plant
north-south
direction);
immediately adjacent
to Eden Prairie water
treatment plant
Transit Travel Time Differences
Number of Signalized 3 n 9 7 6
Intersections LRT Runs
Through (existing and
new)
Change in LRT Travel 0.0 4.9 minutes 4.8 minutes 3.4 minutes 3.8 minutes
Time from Draft EIS
LPA (minutes)f
LRT Length (miles) - 2.6 miles 3.3 miles 3.5 miles 2.8 miles 3.3 miles
from 1,000 Feet East of
Valley View
Transit Ridership Differences
Change in Daily 0] 410 410 410 410
Ridership (2030) from
Draft EIS LPA
Change in Transit 0 90 90 90 90

Development and Evaluation of Design Adjustments Since Publication of the Draft EIS
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Draft EIS® OPTION 1 OPTION 2 OPTION 3 OPTION 4
Draft EIS LPA - Technology Dr./ Highway 212/
Mitchell Rd. Station Technology Dr./ Highway 212/ Comprehensive Comprehensive
Criteria/Measures Terminal Singletree Ln. Singletree Ln. Plan Plan
Environmental Considerations
Potential Wetland +0.7 acres +2.2 acres +0.7 acres +2.2 acres +0.7 acres

Impacts?®

Potential FEMA

O cubic yards

60 — 2000 cubic

O cubic yards

60 — 2000 cubic

O cubic yards

Floodplain Impacts yards yards
Other Factors
Construction Impacts PCD/Technology Dr. Singletree Ln. Singletree Ln. Eden Rd. Eden Rd.
intersection/tunnel, | businesses, Flying | businesses, Flying | businesses, Flying businesses, Flying
Technology Dr. Cloud Dr. Cloud Dr. Cloud Dr. Cloud Dr.
businesses
Traffic Impacts (Year Flying Cloud Technology Dr./ Technology Dr./ Technology Dr./ Technology Dr./

2030) (Unmitigated)

Dr./Valley View

Flying Cloud Dr.

Flying Cloud Dr.

Flying Cloud Dr.

Flying Cloud Dr.

Intersections at Level of

Mitchell Rd./

Mitchell /Highway

Mitchell Rd./

Mitchell Rd./

Service E/F due to LRT Technology Dr. 5 ramps Technology Dr. Technology Dr.

(WithOUt mitigation) MltcheII/nghway 5
ramps

Walkability at Eden Poor Very Good Very Good Good Good

Prairie City Center

Station

Existing Land Use - Within 0.5 Mile of Eden Prairie City Center Station

Population 697 1467 1,467 1,350 1,350

Housing Units 474 887 887 841 841

Employment 4,422 7,551 7,551 6,195 6,195

Existing Land Use - Within 0.5 Mile of Mitchell Station

Population 279 606 606 606 606

Housing Units 132 221 221 221 221

Employment 2,442 2,124 2,124 2,124 2,124

Status Dismissed Dismissed Dismissed Retained Dismissed

@ Dismissed from further study in the second step; characteristics are provided for comparison only.

® Options represent combinations of light rail alignments and stations illustrated on Exhibit F-2.

¢ Also evaluated with a Wallace Road terminus.

9 Capital costs are expressed in year-of-expenditure dollars and include allocated and unallocated contingencies and design costs.
¢ Does not include displacements due to improvements to Mitchell Road.

f The traffic analysis in the Draft EIS was based on proposed light rail preemption at traffic signals, which would result in no delay
for light rail vehicles, but that could lead to unacceptable levels of service at some local roadway intersections preempted by light
rail. In the current analysis, the LRT delay will vary by treatment at each affected intersection.

9 Based on initial assessment, refined at a later date.

The LPA, as evaluated in the Supplemental Draft EIS, reflects the inclusion of the project’s western terminus
at Mitchell Station by way of Technology Drive and the Comprehensive Plan alighment (see Exhibit F-3).
Other potential design adjustments developed and evaluated in this section were removed from further
study.

1.4 Potential Operations and Maintenance Facility Sites

This section provides a summary of the range of potential OMF sites that were addressed in the
Supplemental Draft EIS. This section first provides background information on OMF sites that were
addressed for the Draft EIS and provides a description of the wide range of OMF sites considered after the
Draft EIS and how those potential OMF sites were evaluated. The Draft Operations and Maintenance Facility
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Site Selection TI # 23 (AECOM/Kimley-Horn and Associates, 2013) provides additional detail on the
evaluation of OMF sites that occurred following the Draft EIS.

1.4.1 Background

As noted in the Draft EIS, the light rail alternatives would need an OMF for light vehicle maintenance,
running repairs for the light rail vehicles, and storage of vehicles not in service. In general, light rail vehicles
would be cleaned and repaired daily inside and outside and the vehicles would be inspected and serviced to
ensure operational safety and reliability. Features and functions needed at the OMF are identified in
Section 2.3.3.9 of the Draft EIS. The OMF would be designed and configured to store 30 light rail vehicles,
sufficient to support Southwest LRT operations through 2030. Positioning an OMF in an efficient location
along the proposed rail line is important in minimizing nonrevenue mileage traveled by trains, providing
operator access, and providing for adjustments to train lengths during different periods of the day.

The following OMF site characteristics were used in the Draft EIS evaluation (see Appendix H of the
Draft EIS):

e Approximately 10- to 15-acre site to store at least 30 light rail vehicles through 2030, with the ability to
expand to accommodate up to 36 vehicles, and to conduct maintenance activities

e Rectangular shape, generally three times longer than wide
e Ability to move trains into and out of both ends of the facility

e Adjacent to a straight and relatively flat section (a grade equal to or less than 1 percent) of mainline track
to accommodate turnouts and crossovers

e Good roadway access for equipment and employees
In addition, the Draft EIS identified the following preferred characteristics of an OMF:

Compatibility with adjacent current and planned land uses

Land zoned industrial, light industrial, or both

Undeveloped property to minimize acquisition and relocation costs

Public land

Preferred location near one end of line to minimize deadheading of empty vehicles

The Draft EIS identified 14 sites that satisfied the project’s requirements for an OMF. Of those 14 sites,
four were carried forward into the Draft EIS for more detailed study. Appendix H (Part 1) of the Draft EIS
summarizes the evaluation of the 14 OMF sites and the identification of four sites for inclusion in the Draft
EIS. Section 2.3.3.9 of the Draft EIS contains brief descriptions of the four sites evaluated; these sites are
numbered west to east in the Supplemental Draft EIS: EP-1, EP-2, EP-3, and M-4. The locations of these
four potential sites are illustrated on Exhibit F-4. The Draft EIS did not identify a preferred OMF site.

1.4.2 Operations and Maintenance Facility Sites Considered after Publication of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

Following publication of the Draft EIS, the Council determined that selecting the proposed project’'s OMF
site—one that accommodates its functional and spatial needs and is compatible with surrounding uses—
would require additional site identification and evaluation to build upon and complement the studies
conducted during the Draft EIS phase.

The project team used a four-step process to identify and evaluate the expanded range of OMF sites.
The process entailed the following steps of development and evaluation:

o First-Step Evaluation. A preliminary site evaluation, narrowing potential sites from approximately
30 to 18.

e Second-Step Evaluation. A detailed assessment based on 13 criteria, narrowing from 18 to seven OMF
sites.
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EXHIBIT F-4
OMEF Sites Considered
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o Third-Step Evaluation. An operational analysis and public and jurisdiction review and input, narrowing
from seven to two sites.

e Fourth-Step Evaluation. A detailed assessment and public and jurisdictional review of two sites.

Throughout the OMF development and evaluation process, the project team coordinated with the project’s
business, community, and technical committees and with the general public to obtain a wide range of
stakeholder views on the OMF sites (see Section 2.0 of this appendix for additional detail). Exhibit F-4
illustrates the potential OMF sites evaluated through this four-step process.

1.4.2.1 First-Step Evaluation

As the first step in expanding upon the OMF site search conducted for the Draft EIS, the project team
conducted a preliminary site identification process. Within that process, project staff reviewed aerial
photographs to understand land use patterns, parcels, the physical context, and potential environmental
concerns for parcels adjacent to the proposed light rail alignments. This desktop analysis was followed by
field surveys to examine candidate locations based upon parcel proximity to the proposed light rail
alignment and available parcel size. As a result of this analysis, the project team identified approximately
30 first-step sites that warranted more detailed review and evaluation, including the four sites evaluated in
the Draft EIS.

Concurrent with the preliminary site identification process, the project team worked with Metro Transit rail
operations staff to develop a Space Needs Program for the OMFs. The Space Needs Program, which
established the approximate size of the OMF building needed to accommodate its major functions (rail
operations, materials management, rail maintenance, and facilities maintenance), served as the foundation
for the project team to develop the initial site selection criteria. The criteria used during the first-step
evaluation were similar to those used for the Draft EIS, as follows:

Site of 10 to 15 acres

Regular geometric parcel shape and flat

Efficient light rail train movement to and from the site
Good roadway access to the site

Compatible with adjacent land use

The first step of evaluation resulted in identification of 18 candidate sites to be developed and evaluated
further in the second step, which included portions of the sites studied in the Draft EIS. The first-step sites
are numbered sequentially west to east, as sites 1 to 18, and their general locations are illustrated on
Exhibit F-4. Site EP-1 became site 1; a portion of EP-2 is included in site 2; a portion of EP-3 became site 5;
and M-4 became site 18. The measures used to evaluate the first-step OMF sites are summarized in

Table F.4-1. The process used to identify the 18 sites and the evaluation criteria were shared with the TPAC,
CAC, BAC, CMC, and Metro Transit operations and maintenance staff for their review and input.

TABLE F.4-1
Operations and Maintenance Facility Site Selection — First-Step Evaluation Criteria
Category Criteria
Site Size Site needed to have 10 to 15 acres available for development
Site Shape and Terrain Site needed to have a regular geometric shape (rectangular) and relatively flat terrain
Connection to LRT Alignment Site had to provide efficient light rail train movement to/from the OMF site to LRT alignment
Local Roadway Access Site had to have access to the local roadway network
Land Use Compatibility Site had to be compatible with adjacent land use

1.4.2.2 Second-Step Evaluation

To further evaluate the 18 second-step candidate sites, more detailed evaluation criteria were developed
addressing four operational characteristics and nine site characteristics, listed in Table F.4-2. As part of the
second step of evaluation, the project team visited each site; reviewed community comprehensive plans,
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zoning codes, and county property records; and obtained information about onsite soils and subsurface
conditions. Based on this research, the project team and Metro Transit staff used the criteria to qualitatively
rate the second-step candidate sites. The evaluation of the sites was reviewed with corridor jurisdictions
through the TPAC, CAC, BAC, and CMC.

TABLE F.4-2
Operations and Maintenance Facility Site Selection — Second-Step Evaluation

Screening Criteria
Operational
Characteristics Site Characteristics

Table Key: c ‘E 5 ‘g o | @ - g ®

— ] = .8 o Q

G = Good *g’ §8 ; § _§ k5 § 5 i.:“ L § it E -§ % @ g S Status

M = Marginal 3|28 8| 2 |55/ 55/2|8° 588 || s |58
U = Unacceptable 2 E 5| “ 20| 9 o/ 5|e | 9 e | £ % =

OMF Site # ® g < 8N |° £l o
1 Eden Prairie = Hwy 212 ROW G |U M |G E VG G |U VG |[E |G |E M Dismissed
2 Eden Prairie — Wallace Rd G |VG |M |VG G u (G M E |E E Dismissed
3 Eden Prairie — City Garage W E |E G |E VG VG E |VG |G E E VG | Retained®
4 Eden Prairie — City Garage E E |E G |E VG |[VG E |VG |VG |VG [M |E G Retained®
5 Eden Prairie — Mitchell West M VG (G (M G VG E M G |VG |M |E Dismissed
6 Eden Prairie — Mitchell East E |E G |E G M VG |[VG |G |E |G |E E Retained
;Oi?esnt Prairie — Flying Cloud/West E |E ¢ |E VG VG G la M M IM IE Ve Dismissed
é;olf;]:iesnt Prairie — Shady Oak/West E |E VG |E E vé |valva le |va |lve |E E Retained
9 Minnetonka — K-Tel E |E E |E G VG |[VG |VG |G |VG |E E Retained
9A Minnetonka — K-Tel East VG|VG |E |VG G E |G VG |G |VG |E E Retained
10 Hopkins — 7th St E |VG |[E |VG |VG E M |M M |E [M |E E Dismissed
11 Hopkins — 11th Ave G |E E |E VG (M G G |G |VG |E E Dismissed
11A Hopkins — K-Tel at 11th Ave E E E G E M VG |G |E |VG |VG |Retained
12 Hopkins — Excelsior West E VG VG VG VG |VG |VG |G |VG |E E Retained?®
I1E§j]s|;|opkins/8t. Louis Park —Excelsior E lva lvglE E E va lve lva la |va |E E Retained?®
14 St. Louis Park — Louisiana West |VG|VG |VG |E E M VG |VG |G |G |G |E VG |Dismissed
15 St. Louis Park — Louisiana East VG |G VG |E E M VG [VG |G |G |VG |E VG | Dismissed
16 St. Louis Park — Beltline u (U G |E E u VG |VG |VG |G E VG |Dismissed
17 Minneapolis — Penn G M |U M M M |VG |E E M E Dismissed
18 Minneapolis —5th St North U M |E VG U M VG |VG |VG M G Dismissed

@ Combined in third-step evaluation.
Acronym: TOD = transit-oriented development.

Initially, the 18 second-step sites were narrowed to seven sites based on the 13 criteria and evaluation
measures included in Table F.4-2. Members of the project team met with staff from the Cities of Eden Prairie,
Minnetonka, Hopkins, and St. Louis Park to discuss the OMF evaluation process and the seven most highly
rated sites.

In April 2013, the seven OMF sites were presented to TPAC, which includes the staff from cities along the
proposed light rail alignment. TPAC representatives from Hopkins and Minnetonka requested the project
team evaluate two additional OMF sites that were not previously evaluated: 9A and 114, both in Hopkins,
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bringing the number of OMF sites under consideration to nine. The project team evaluated the two sites
proposed using the criteria outlined in Table F.4-3, and both sites ranked as high as the seven other
remaining sites. Based upon more detailed analysis, the project team then combined sites 3 and 4, as well as
sites 12 and 13, to better meet OMF spatial requirements and to provide more area for buffering at the edges
of the site, bringing the number of sites back to seven.

1.4.2.3 Third-Step Evaluation

The project team prepared conceptual layout plans for each of the seven third-step OMF sites listed in
Table F.4-3. The conceptual plans also examined the relationship to adjacent edges, setbacks,
environmentally sensitive areas, and remnant space within the OMF site available for redevelopment.
The project team presented the seven OMF sites at three public open houses on May 13 (Eden Prairie),
May 15 (St. Louis Park), and May 22, 2013 (Hopkins/Minnetonka).

Within the third step of evaluation, the project team analyzed the operational performance of the seven
remaining OMF sites in greater detail based on conceptual site layouts, compliance with current land use
planning and zoning, preliminary costing, and a preliminary assessment of potential environmental impacts.
Based on the evaluation of the seven third-step sites (Table F.4-3) and on public and committee input
discussed in Section 2.0 of this appendix, the project team identified OMF sites 3/4 (Eden Prairie) and 9A
(Hopkins) for further detailed consideration. In summary, these two potential OMF sites had the least
conflict with either existing or adjacent land uses and planned development. A few sites were eliminated due
to environmental factors, limitations in operations, and higher costs of construction elements. Still other
sites posed potential conflict with transit-oriented development due to existing land uses adjacent to
proposed light rail stations.

1.4.2.4 Fourth-Step Evaluation

The project’s fourth step of evaluation of potential OMF sites focused on two potential sites: Site 3/4 in Eden
Prairie and Site 9A in Hopkins (see Table F.4-4).

A. Eden Prairie Site 3/4

The Eden Prairie 3/4 site is an approximately 20-acre parcel between Technology Drive on the south,
Highway 5 on the north, Mitchell Road on the east, and Wallace Road to the west (see Exhibit F-5). Wallace
Road and Mitchell Road would provide regional access from Highway 5. The proposed OMF site would be
comprised of four parcels. On the east half of the site, a large wetland abuts a building owned by the Eaton
Corporation. The west half of the site includes the city’s maintenance facility, and the northeast quadrant at
the intersection of Wallace Road and Technology is leased by Metro Machine & Engineering. The project
team considered three conceptual site layouts for the Eden Prairie OMF, because two light rail alignment
adjustments and three different access possibilities were also under consideration in the Eden Prairie
Segment. Exhibits F-5 to F-7 illustrate the three conceptual site layouts for the Eden Prairie OMF.

B. Hopkins Site 9A

The Hopkins 9A site is an approximately 15-acre parcel between the CP Railroad on the south, 5th Street
South (K-Tel Drive) on the north, 15th Avenue South on the east, and the proposed LRT mainline on the west
(see Exhibit F-4). Sixteenth Avenue South runs through the middle of the site and connects to 15th Avenue
South via 6th Street South. Regional access would be provided by 5th Street, 11th Avenue, Excelsior
Boulevard to the north, and Highway 169 to the east. Two small constructed ponds and surrounding
wetlands are located at the south end of the site adjacent to the railroad. The Hopkins OMF site would be
located about 1,000 feet south of the proposed Shady Oak Station and closely adjacent to the proposed light
rail alignment, about midway between downtown Minneapolis and Eden Prairie.

The OMF 9A site would be comprised from eight parcels: one undeveloped lot and seven properties with
office/warehouse uses or light manufacturing and assembly. Development on parcels adjacent to the
Hopkins site includes office/industrial to the north, the Hopkins landfill south of the CP tracks, office/
industrial /distribution to the east across 15th Avenue, and industrial/distribution to the west beyond the
proposed LRT mainline.
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TABLE F.4-3

Operations and Maintenance Facility Site Selection — Third-Step Evaluation

Screening Criteria

Operational Characteristics

Alignment
Proximity/Connectivity Alignment Location Site Access
Distance | Distance
Length from from Walking
of Lead| Lead Center of | Downtown Distance Cost
Site Tracks | Tracks | Lead Track | Mainline |Minneapolis|Roadway | to Station |Comparison
OMF Site # | Configuration | (feet) |At-Grade |Redundancy| (miles) (miles) Access (miles) (millions) Status Rationale
3/4 Compatible 500 Yes Possible 7.5 15.0 Local 0.25 $25 - Retained Consistent with land use/zoning
Eden Prairie | with OMF $30m No City objections to conditions,
City Garage greater dependent on public works
Opportunity to include station and park-
and-ride facilities on one site
6 Compatible o Yes Yes 6.5 14.0 Local 0.33 $25 - Dismissed Site dependent upon Eden Prairie LRT
Ec_jen Prairie | with OMF $30m mainline alignment
Mitchell East greater Operator relief access is poor or not
favorable due to distance to station
Wetland impacts
Not consistent with City and property
owner development plans
8 Compatible 500 Bridge No 3.5 11.0 State 0.5 $45 - Dismissed Not consistent with City’s redevelopment
Eden Prairie | with OMF Required $50m plans
Shady Oak/ greater Operator relief access is poor or not
Wesét70th favorable due to distance from station
’ Require substantial lead track/structure
) 9 Co_mpatible 500 Yes Possible 1.0 8.5 Local 0.25 $50 - Dismissed Requires sewer interceptor relocation
M'né‘_e_lfolnka with OMF $55tm Residential use west of Shady Oak Rd.
e greater Sensitive medical assembly facility to
south
9A Compatible 0 Yes Possible 1.0 8.5 Local 0.25 $35 — Retained Consistent with land use and zoning
Hopkins with OMF $40m Operator relief access/station proximity
K-Tel East greater favorable
Freight rail and LRT alignment buffer
along property borders
Redevelopment potential of remnant area
11A Compatible 0] Yes Possible 0.5 8.0 Local 0.25 $40 - Dismissed Nine Mile Creek crosses the site
1"1|t?]P|XnS with OMF $45tm Known site contamination
Wes\t/e- greater Potential development impact on Shady
Oak Station area
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Screening Criteria
Operational Characteristics
Alignment
Proximity/Connectivity Alignment Location Site Access
Distance | Distance
Length from from Walking
of Lead| Lead Center of | Downtown Distance Cost
Site Tracks | Tracks | Lead Track | Mainline |Minneapolis| Roadway | to Station |Comparison
OMF Site # | Configuration | (feet) |At-Grade |Redundancy| (miles) (miles) Access (miles) (millions) Status Rationale
12/13 Compatible 0 Yes Yes 1.5 7.0 Local 0.33 $45 — Dismissed | ¢ Environmental justice concerns
Hopkins/ with OMF $50m ¢ Neighborhood opposition
St. Louis greater e . .
Park o Multifamily residential to the west/south
Excelsior e Not consistent with land use guidance and
City’s redevelopment goals
TABLE F.4-4
Operations and Maintenance Facility Site Selection — Fourth-Step Evaluation
Screening Criteria
OMF
Site # Strengths Weaknesses Rationale Status
3/4 e Use would be consistent with e Site dependent on Eden Prairie LRT mainline Improved out-of-service operations and Dismissed
Eden municipal adopted land use guiding alignment extending to the site operating cost savings would be realized due to
Prairie and zoning e Wetland impacts would likely require permitting and | its relative central location on the proposed
City e Operator relief would be available mitigation light rail line (about midway between downtown
Garage given proximity to LRT station (Shady | e Noise and vibration impacts would pose concerns Minneapolis and Eden Prairie) compared to the
Oak) for Eaton industrial property Eden Prairie OMF (3/4), which would be
. P . . . located west of the light rail line’s western
* City presented no objection to OMF, e End-of-line location would pose operational terminus. Why? Because Site 3/4 would
with exception of public works building limitations . -
location require 6 additional operators for the system,
) ) ) e Coordination with station and park-and-ride facilities | which will increase operations cost.
Opportunity would exist to include LRT would be required
station and park-and-ride facilities on
or near site
9A Use would be consistent with adopted | e Wetland impacts would likely require permitting and
Hopkins municipal land use guiding and zoning mitigation
K-Tel Operator relief would be available e Flood-prone conditions would need to be addressed
East given proximity to LRT station (Shady in the southern portion of the site
Oak) e Geotechnical considerations may be limiting in
Freight rail and proposed LRT southern portion of site
alignment would buffer south and west | ¢ City has presented concerns regarding tax base and
property borders jobs impacts
Redevelopment potential remnant
areas would be possible
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EXHIBIT F-5
Eden Prairie OMF Site 3/4 — Option 1

LRT Final EIS - (ﬁ'ﬁ
F Site 34 — Option 1 Exhibit F-5 el
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EXHIBIT F-6
Eden Prairie OMF Site 3/4 — Option 2

LEGEND

— Proposed Southwest LRT
I Proposed LRT Station
~———— Proposed OMF Track
~—— Proposed OMF Building

Proposed Roadway,
Bicycle/Pedestrian, and
Parking Modifications

Park-and-Ride Lot

/

T@ Southwest LRT Final EIS » /i' g
RQULEAES LN Eden Prairie OMF Site 3/4 — Option 2 Exhibit F-6 L_
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EXHIBIT F-7
Eden Prairie OMF Site 3/4 — Option 3

Proposed Southwest LRT
Proposed LRT Station
Proposed OMF Track
Proposed OMF Building

- Proposed Roadway,
Bicycle/Pedestrian, and
Parking Modifications

Park-and-Ride Lot

Southwest LRT Final EIS

M Eden Prairie OMF Site 3/4 — Option 3 Exhibit F-7
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The development of conceptual layout plans led to one layout design for the Hopkins OMF site due to the
shape and parcels, as well as its connection to the adjacent proposed light rail alignment. Fifth Street and
15th Avenue would remain in place, and access from the OMF to the light rail mainline would occur at

5th Street. Under the conceptual layout design, the proposed OMF would be located along the west edge of
the site adjacent to the proposed light rail mainline. As a result of that layout, there would likely be a portion
of the site to the east that would remain unused as part of the OMF. Because the eastern side of the site has
relatively few buildings and other improvements, if there were any excess property remaining after
construction that the Council and the FTA chose to dispose of, this land could potentially accommodate new
industrial development (see Section 3.1.2.2 of the Supplemental Draft EIS for additional information on how
the project could address the disposition of unused portions of parcels acquired by the project).

1.4.2.5 Conclusion

Based on the analysis summarized in this section and Table F.4-4, and through the process described in
Sections 1.0 and 2.0 of this appendix, the Council identified the Hopkins OMF 9A as the OMF to be
incorporated into the project’s LPA. A key advantage of the Hopkins OMF is the improved out-of-service
operations and operating cost savings due to its relatively central location on the proposed light rail line
(about midway between downtown Minneapolis and Eden Prairie), compared to the Eden Prairie OMF 3/4,
which would be located west of the light rail line’s western terminus.

The LPA, as evaluated in the Supplemental Draft EIS, reflects the inclusion of the Hopkins OMF 9A. Other
potential OMF sites developed and evaluated in this section were dismissed from further study.

1.5 St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment

This section provides a summary of the design adjustments to the LPA in the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis
Segment that were addressed in the Supplemental Draft EIS. Section 5.1 of this appendix provides
background information on the light rail-related improvements and freight rail modifications in the segment,
which were addressed in the Draft EIS. Section 5.2 of this appendix provides a description of the range of
design adjustments to the LPA considered by the Council within the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment and
a summary of how those potential design adjustments were evaluated.

1.5.1 Background

As previously noted, the Draft EIS evaluated two alternatives that combined the LPA and freight rail
modifications in the area within the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment: LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 (see

Exhibit F-8). As described in the Draft EIS, both LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 encompassed the LPA at that time,
which included a proposed light rail alignment, stations, park-and-ride lots, and related roadway, bicycle and
pedestrian improvements. As defined in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, the primary difference between LRT 3A
and LRT 3A-1 is how freight rail modifications would be incorporated into the LPA.

Following is a brief summary of the common proposed light rail-related improvements and differing freight
rail modifications included in the Draft EIS under LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1. Sections 2.2.1.3 and 2.2.3 of the
Draft EIS provide additional information.

e Light Rail-Related Improvements. Within the Draft EIS, the LPA under LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 included
a proposed light rail alignment, stations, park-and-ride lots, and related roadway, bicycle and pedestrian
improvements. Those improvements are described in Section 2.3 of the Draft EIS under LRT 3A and
LRT 3A-1. LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 in the Draft EIS in the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment included six
light rail stations and six surface park-and-ride lots, with a total capacity of 650 spaces. In general under
LRT 3A, the light rail alignment would have been located primarily at-grade, north of the existing freight
rail alignment and trail for the section west of the Kenilworth Corridor and north of the trail in the
Kenilworth Corridor, with freight rail relocated to the MN&S Spur and Wayzata Subdivision in St. Louis
Park and removed east of the MN&S Spur. Under LRT 3A-1, the light rail alignment would be located in
the same location west of the MN&S Spur, with a light rail bridge over the freight tracks between the
MN&S Spur and Wooddale Station, which would locate the light rail tracks south of the freight rail tracks.
Within the Kenilworth Corridor, light rail would be located primarily at-grade south of the existing
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freight rail alignment and north of the existing trail. The trail would be located south of the light rail line,
east of Wooddale Avenue South.

o Freight Rail-Related Improvements. The Draft EIS evaluated two ways in which freight rail
modifications would be incorporated into the LPA. Under LRT 3A, TC&W freight trains currently
operating along the Kenilworth Corridor would be rerouted to the MN&S Spur and Wayzata
Subdivisions; or, under LRT 3A-1, the TC&W freight trains would continue to operate along the Bass Lake
Spur and Kenilworth Corridor. LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 are also referred to in the Draft EIS as “relocation”
and “co-location,” respectively, and are shown on Exhibit F-8.

1.5.2 Design Adjustments Considered in the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment

After the Draft EIS public comment period, the development and evaluation of adjustments to the LPA in the
St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment was undertaken by the Council using the process illustrated in
Exhibit F-9 and described in detail in this section.

In this segment, the project team developed and evaluated two sets of potential adjustments to the LPA:

o Set1 Adjustments. The first set of potential adjustments for the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment
focused on the question of whether the LPA should include: (1) the relocation of TC&W freight trains
currently operating along the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor to sections of the MN&S Spur and
Wayzata Subdivision; or (2) the continued operation of TC&W freight trains along the Bass Lake Spur
and Kenilworth Corridor. See Exhibit F-10 for an illustration of the freight rail owners and operators
within the project vicinity.

e Set 2 Adjustments. The second set of potential adjustments for the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment
focused on other potential adjustments to light rail-related improvements that would occur throughout
the segment, which would affect freight rail modifications but would not entail relocation of freight rail
service outside of the Kenilworth Corridor.

The project team closely coordinated the development and evaluation of these two sets of potential
adjustments to the LPA in the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment. The resulting light rail related design
adjustments and freight rail modifications identified by the Council in April 2014 and July 2014 reflect a
unified set of adjustments to the LPA and freight rail modifications, as described in Section 2.5 of the
Supplemental Draft EIS. That unified set of adjustments forms the basis for the evaluation of potential
environmental impacts addressed in Chapter 3 of the Supplemental Draft EIS.

1.5.2.1 Set 1 Design Adjustments

After the close of the Draft EIS public comment period, the Council undertook a four-step process to develop
and evaluate Set 1 Adjustments to the LPA directly related to the following: (1) whether TC&W freight trains
currently operating along the Kenilworth Corridor should be rerouted to sections of the MN&S Spur and
Wayzata Subdivision (termed “freight rail relocation adjustments”); or (2) whether the TC&W freight trains
should continue to operate along the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor as they currently do (termed
“Kenilworth Corridor adjustments”).

An important element of the Set 1 design adjustment evaluation was the assessment of each design
adjustment’s ability to meet a key element of the project’s Purpose and Need Statement: the “need to develop
and maintain a balanced and economically competitive multimodal freight system” (see Chapter 1). As such,
the evaluation of the Set 1 Design Adjustments included an assessment of the effects of the design
adjustments on freight rail operations and safety, which involved the participation of freight rail owners and
operators in the development and review of potential freight rail modifications that could be incorporated
into the LPA. The results of that coordination are reflected in the reporting of Set 1 Design Adjustment
evaluation measures cited within this section.
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EXHIBIT F-8
LRT Build Alternatives Evaluated in the Draft EIS
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EXHIBIT F-9

St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment Design Adjustment Process and Adjustments Considered

Set One Adjustments

Step One
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* Brunswick Central*

Freight Rail Relocation Adjustments

Kenilworth Corridor Adjustments
» All Modes at Grade
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e Shallow LRT Tunnels — Over Kenilworth Lagoon
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Set Two Adjustments
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*Additional designs were developed, evaluated, and dismissed as described in this section.
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EXHIBIT F-10
Existing Freight Rail Owners and Operators
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The following four steps were used for evaluation of the Set 1 Design Adjustments. See Tables F.5-1 and F.5-2
for a listing of the design adjustments addressed in the Set 1 evaluation process and the results of the
evaluation process, respectively.

TABLE F.5-1

St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment Design Adjustment Descriptions

Option

Alignment Adjustment Description

Freight Rail
Relocation®

Draft EIS
LRT 3A

As presented in the Draft EIS, this adjustment would provide a new connection to the CP MN&S
Spur from the CP Bass Lake Spur near Louisiana Avenue and a reconstructed connection
between the MN&S Spur and the BNSF Wayzata Subdivision. Maximum horizontal curve would be
8 degrees, and maximum compensated grade would be 1.82% for the connection from the Bass
Lake Spur to the MN&S Spur.

Brunswick
West

Brunswick West option would have the modified freight rail alignment to minimize the number of
horizontal curves, elevated to minimize the number of vertical curves and vertical grade changes
and to provide adequate grade separation to allow Dakota Ave. and Lake St. to extend under the
freight tracks. The connection would be located west of the existing CP MN&S spur and cross
over the Wooddale Ave./Lake St. intersection to tie into the MN&S Spur east of Brunswick
Avenue South, near West 32nd Street. Maximum horizontal curve 4 degrees, maximum
compensated grade 0.8.

Brunswick
Central

Brunswick Central option would have the modified freight rail alignment to minimize the number of
horizontal curves, elevated to minimize the number of vertical curves and vertical grade changes
and to provide grade separation of Dakota Ave. and Lake St. to extend under the freight tracks.
The alignment would be located west of the existing CP MN&S Spur corridor and cross east of
the Wooddale Ave./Lake St. intersection to tie into the MN&S Spur at the same location as
Brunswick West. Maximum horizontal curve 4 degrees, maximum compensated grade O.8.

MN&S North

MN&S North Alignment was developed as part of the independent freight rail analysis performed
by TranSystems. This alignment adjustment was developed to minimize both the impacts of the
elevated profile and straightened alignment between Highway 7 and 34th Street and the impacts
on commercial, residential, and public properties associated with the Brunswick Central Elevated
alignment. Maintains the existing MN&S rail tracks south of Highway 7 including the current freight
rail bridge over the Bass Lake Spur to a connection with the existing alignment between Library
Lane and Dakota Avenue. The alignment begins with an elevated grade on bridge structure on the
Bass Lake Spur west of Louisiana Avenue, continuing east on bridge structure over the west
corner of the Xcel Substation and across Highway 7, matching existing grades at Library Lane
and connecting to the existing MN&S between Library Lane and Dakota Avenue. Maximum
horizontal curve 5 degrees, maximum compensated grade 0.95.

Kenilworth
Corridor

Development and Evaluation of Design Adjustments Since Publication of the Draft EIS

Draft EIS
LRT 3A-1

As presented in the Draft EIS. A preliminary typical section is assumed to be 94 feet wide. This
width includes 25 feet of separation between the freight rail track and outside edge of right-of-
way, 25 feet of separation between the freight rail track and LRT track (centerline to centerline),
14 feet of separation between the two LRT tracks (centerline to centerline), and 10-foot spacing
between LRT track and the trail. A 16-foot minimum width would be used for the trail.

All Modes
At-Grade
(81-foot-wide
section)

Similar to LRT 3A-1, but based on a revised typical section that would be 81 feet wide (based on
coordination with TC&W Railroad). This width would include 12 feet of separation between the
freight rail track and outside edge of right-of-way, generally matching existing conditions. The
remaining section would match the 94-foot-wide section of LRT 3A-1.

Trail Relocation

The Trail Relocation option would include rerouting the trail west of the existing TC&W tracks
between 21st St. and Cedar Lake Pkwy. The west segment of the relocated trail would cross
Cedar Lake Pkwy. at-grade, run along the existing median on Sunset Blvd., cross France Ave. at-
grade or on a structure, continue south, and cross County Rd. 25 to the County Rd. 25 service
road to Inglewood Ave. From Inglewood Ave., the trail would turn south and connect to the current
Cedar Lake Trail alignment. The east segment would run along Cedar Lake Pkwy., cross the
parkway, and be located between Dean Pkwy. one-way pair and connect to the current Midtown
Greenway trail alignment east of Dean Pkwy.

Elevated Trail

The elevated trail structure would be approximately 3,000 feet long and would be located
between the freight rail track and LRT tracks north of West Lake St. to north of Burnham Rd. The
elevated trail would approach touchdown south of West Lake St. and north of Burnham Rd. The
trail would be elevated approximately 30 feet high, with a 20-foot-wide trail surface supported by
7-foot-wide piers. A vertical connection at Cedar Lake Pkwy. would be provided.

Elevated LRT

The elevated LRT structure would be approximately 3,000 feet long and would be located
between the freight rail track and trail. It would run along the Kenilworth Corridor from the Midtown
Greenway to Burnham Rd. with varying height of 35 to 38 feet, supported by 10-foot-wide piers.

Shallow Cut-
and-Cover
Tunnels — Over
Kenilworth
Lagoon®

Would consist of two tunnels and a generally at-grade section connecting the two tunnels: The
South Tunnel would be approximately 2,200 feet long and located along the Kenilworth Corridor
with the south portal beginning at West Lake St. and the north portal south of the Channel Creek
Crossing. Over the channel, LRT alignment would cross at-grade on a bridge 14 feet above the
channel water level. The section of LRT track over the channel would be approximately 1,088 feet
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Option Alignment Adjustment Description

long (including transition zones). North of the channel, LRT alignment would drop into the North
Tunnel, a 2,500-foot tunnel south of Burnham Rd. to north of 21st St. There would be 300-foot
transition zones outside the tunnel portals.

Kenilworth Two parallel tunnels that would be approximately 5,900 feet long and would run along the
Deep Bore LRT | Kenilworth Corridor with the south portal at West Lake St. and the north portal north of 21st St.
Tunnel There would be a 1,000-foot-long cut-and-cover tunnel segment and a 500-foot-long transition

section south of the southern portal. There would be a 550-foot-long cut-and-cover tunnel
segment and a 500-foot transition section north of the northern portal. The twin tunnels would be
about 20 feet in diameter with a minimum of 30 feet of cover. The deep tunnel would be
approximately 30 feet below the Kenilworth Lagoon surface elevation.

Short Shallow | The Short Shallow Cut-and-Cover Tunnel — Under Kenilworth Lagoon would consist of a tunnel
Cut-and-Cover | approximately 3,100 feet in length along the Kenilworth Corridor with the south portal beginning at
Tunnel — Under | West Lake Street and the north portal north of the Kenilworth Channel. At the channel, the LRT
Kenilworth crosses below-grade, in the tunnel beneath the water level. There are 300-foot transition zones
Lagoon® outside the tunnel portals.

Long Shallow The Long Shallow Cut-and-Cover Tunnel — Under Kenilworth Lagoon would consist of a tunnel
Cut-and-Cover | approximately 5,800 feet in length along the Kenilworth Corridor with the south portal beginning at
Tunnel — Under | West Lake Street and the north portal north of 21st Street. At the channel, the LRT crosses
Kenilworth below-grade, in the tunnel beneath the water level. There are 300-foot transition zones outside
Lagoon® the tunnel portals

@ Additional freight rail modifications were also developed and evaluated in the first-step evaluation that were dismissed from further
consideration due to safety and freight rail operating concerns expressed by one or more effected freight rail operators/owners.
Those additional modifications included MN&S Modified; Brunswick East; an at-grade variation of the Brunswick West; and an at-
grade variation of the Brunswick Central. This section includes additional information on these variations.

® On July 9, 2014, considering a recommendation from the Corridor Management Committee (CMC), the Metropolitan Council
(Council) identified additional design adjustments to the LPA within the City of Minneapolis, which were proposed in the then-draft
memoranda between the Council and the City of Minneapolis (see Appendix D, Sources and References Cited, for instructions on
how to access the executed memoranda). In summary, the additional design adjustments: (1) reduced project capital costs by
eliminating the northern of the two proposed light rail tunnels in the Kenilworth Corridor (including the re-establishment of the
proposed at-grade light rail station at 21st Street); (2) incorporated into the LPA a variety of bicycle and pedestrian improvements
associated with proposed light rail stations in the City of Minneapolis; and (3) established the Council’s and the City’s intent relative
to aspects of long-term property ownership and freight rail operations in the Kenilworth Corridor.

¢ In February 2014, the Minneapolis Parks and Recreation Board requested that the Council evaluate a design adjustment that
would connect the two Shallow LRT Tunnels with a cut-and-cover constructed tunnel segment under the Kenilworth Lagoon, rather
than a bridge over the lagoon. In response, the Short and Long Shallow LRT Tunnel — Under Kenilworth Lagoon design adjustments
were developed and evaluated as a part of the fourth-step of evaluation. In addition, project staff developed variations of the Short
and Long Shallow LRT Tunnel — Under Kenilworth Lagoon design adjustments to evaluate if the northern and southern cut-and-
cover LRT tunnel segments could be connected under the Kenilworth Lagoon via a bored tunnel segment, rather than via a cut-and-
cover constructed tunnel segment. These variations were dismissed from further consideration due to schedule delays, complex
construction techniques and cost factors. This section includes additional information on these variations.

Acronyms: CP = Canadian Pacific Railway; MN&S = Minneapolis, Northfield, and Southern Railway; TC&W = Twin Cities and
Western Railway Company.

TABLE F.5-2
Set 1 Design Adjustments Developed and Evaluated in the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment, by Step
Step | Adjustment Type Design Adjustments Status?
1 Freight Rail Relocation® | Brunswick West Dismissed
Brunswick Central Retained
Kenilworth Corridor All Modes at Grade Dismissed
Relocate the Kenilworth Trail out of the Kenilworth Corridor Dismissed
Elevate the Kenilworth Trail Dismissed
Elevate the Light Rail Alignment Dismissed
Shallow LRT Tunnels — Over Kenilworth Lagoon® Retained
Deep Bore LRT Tunnels Retained
2 Freight Rail Relocation Brunswick Central Retained
Kenilworth Corridor Shallow LRT Tunnels — Over Kenilworth Lagoon® Retained
Deep Bore LRT Tunnels Dismissed
3 Freight Rail Relocation Brunswick Central Dismissed
Kenilworth Corridor Shallow LRT Tunnels — Over Kenilworth Lagoon® Retained
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Step | Adjustment Type Design Adjustments Status?
4 Freight Rail Relocation MN&S North® Dismissed
Kenilworth Corridor Shallow LRT Tunnels — Over Kenilworth Lagoon® Retained®
Short Shallow LRT Tunnel — Under Kenilworth Lagoon' Dismissed
Long Shallow LRT Tunnel — Under Kenilworth Lagoon' Dismissed

@ Status as of completion of the step.

® Additional freight rail modifications were also developed and evaluated in the first-step evaluation that were dismissed from further
consideration due to safety and freight rail operating concerns expressed by one or more effected freight rail operators/owners.
Those additional modifications included Brunswick East; an at-grade variation of the Brunswick West; and an at-grade variation of
the Brunswick Central. This section includes additional information on these variations.

¢ The shallow tunnels would be constructed using a cut-and-cover technique.
9The MN&S North design adjustment was developed and evaluated as an element of the independent engineering analysis.

® The Shallow LRT Tunnels — Over Kenilworth Lagoon option, which included two proposed light rail tunnels (one south and one
north of the Kenilworth Lagoon), was modified by the Council on July 9, 2014, to eliminate the northern light rail tunnel (primarily to
reduce project capital costs and to allow for an at-grade light rail W 21st Street and to make other related design modifications.

fIn February 2014, the Minneapolis Parks and Recreation Board requested that the Council evaluate a design adjustment that would
connect the two Shallow LRT Tunnels with a cut-and-cover-constructed tunnel segment under the Kenilworth Lagoon, rather than a
bridge over the lagoon. In response, the Short and Long Shallow LRT Tunnel — Under Kenilworth Lagoon design adjustments were
developed and evaluated as a part of the fourth-step of evaluation.

o First-Step Evaluation. The development of a relatively wide range of adjustments to the light rail
improvements and freight rail-related modifications under the two freight rail operating scenarios,
focusing on meeting key design parameters, while avoiding or minimizing adverse impacts and
minimizing project costs. The resulting adjustments were then presented to the public, stakeholders and
participating agencies for review and comment. Based on comments received from the public,
stakeholders, and participating agencies and on the evaluation measures summarized in Tables F.5-3 and
F.5-4, the design adjustments were narrowed to one freight rail relocation and two Kenilworth Corridor
adjustments.

e Second-Step Evaluation. A detailed analysis of the potential adjustments identified in the first-step
evaluation, narrowing to one design adjustment under each of the two freight rail operating scenarios.
This evaluation included public and agency review of and comment on the second-step findings (see
Table F.5-5 for a summary of the second-step evaluation measures).

o Third-Step Evaluation. Refinement of the two second-step design adjustments, addressing public and
agency comments, followed by a detailed assessment of the tradeoffs between the two potential
adjustments remaining after the second-step evaluation, and identification of one design adjustment to
advance into the fourth-step evaluation (see Table F.5-6 for a summary of the Third-Step evaluation
measures).

e Fourth-Step Evaluation. The Fourth Step evaluation consisted of three components (see Table F.5-7 and
F.5-8 for a summary of the Fourth-Step evaluation measures):

— An independent engineering analysis that (1) evaluated potential freight rail relocation
adjustments that were developed or identified in prior studies and (2) developed and evaluated a
new design adjustment that would relocate existing freight rail service from the Kenilworth
Corridor (this new design adjustment (MN&S North) was compared to the freight rail relocation
design adjustment (Brunswick Central) advanced from the third-step evaluation)

— The development and evaluation of two variations of the design adjustment advanced from the
third-step evaluation (these two new designs (Short Shallow LRT Tunnel - Under Kenilworth
Lagoon and Long Shallow LRT Tunnel - Under Kenilworth Lagoon), suggested by a local
jurisdiction, were compared to the design adjustment advanced from the third-step
evaluation)Identification by the Council of the design adjustment incorporated into the LPA and
its further refinement to reflect a memorandum of understanding between the Council and the
City of Minneapolis. (See Appendix D, Sources and References Cited, for instructions on how to
access the executed memorandum).
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TABLE F.5-3
St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment — First-Step Evaluation — Freight Rail Relocation Adjustmentsa
Alignment
Adjustment | Costs Measures Status
Draft EIS $91m® ¢ Rejected by railroad companies, described in comments received on the Draft EIS, due to the following concerns: Dismissed
— Rejected by railroad companies, described in comments received on the Draft EIS, due to the following concerns:
— Includes reverse horizontal curves and a number of vertical curves and vertical grade changes that would compromise freight rail
operational safety
— High compensated grade
— Higher operational cost for freight rail
e Concerns from community groups, businesses, education institutions, and citizens received on the Draft EIS on the following:
— Traffic surrounding high school
— Bus flow for schools
— Noise and vibration
— Safety and security
e At-Grade Freight Crossings: five at-grade freight crossings
e Right-of-Way: Concerns surrounding loss of homes and businesses due to right-of-way acquisition
e Environment: Additional wetland impacts in the “Iron Triangle” area at connection with BNSF Wayzata Subdivision
Brunswick | $285— e Cost: higher capital cost Dismissed
West — $300m° | e Railroad:
Elevated — Supported by railroad companies from a physics of design standpoint
— Freight rail operators expressed concern about potential increased operating cost to be addressed later if the design progressed
— Freight rail is elevated between Highway 7 and Brunswick Ave.
— Freight rail profile is raised north of 33rd St.
— Eliminates freight tracks east of MN&S Spur on Bass Lake Spur/Kenilworth Corridor
e Concerns from community and educational institutions: alignment would go through high school football field (potential 4(f) impact)
e At-Grade Freight Crossings: removes five at-grade freight crossings
¢ Right-of-Way:
— Requires acquisition of a portion of the existing Xcel substation and potential impact on substation function
— Concerns surrounding loss of homes and businesses due to right-of-way
e Pedestrian: includes two new pedestrian underpasses
e Roadway:
— Requires lowering of south frontage road and reconfiguration of local street network
— Improves frontage road south and north of Highway 7 by grade separation
e Environment: Additional wetland impacts in the “Iron Triangle” area at connection with BNSF Wayzata Subdivision
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— Supported by railroad companies from a physics of design standpoint
— Freight rail operators expressed concern about potential increased operating cost to be addressed later if the design progressed
— Freight rail is elevated between Highway 7 and Brunswick Ave
— Freight rail profile is raised north of 33rd St.
— Eliminates freight tracks east of MN&S Spur on Bass Lake Spur/Kenilworth Corridor
e Concerns from community and educational institutions: alignment would go through a portion of the Park Spanish Immersion School
playground area (potential 4(f) impact)
e At-Grade Freight Crossings: removes five at-grade freight crossings
¢ Right-of-Way: Concerns surrounding loss of homes and businesses due to right-of-way
e Pedestrian: includes two new pedestrian underpasses

e Roadway:

— Requires lowering of south frontage road and reconfiguration of local street network
— Improves frontage road south and north of Highway 7 by grade separation

e Environment: Additional wetland impacts in the “Iron Triangle” area at the connection with BNSF Wayzata Subdivision

Alignment

Adjustment | Costs Measures Status
Brunswick | $275— e Cost: Lower capital cost Retained
Central - $290m° | e Railroad:

Elevated

@ Additional freight rail modifications were also developed and evaluated in the first-step evaluation that were dismissed from further consideration due to safety and freight rail
operating concerns expressed by one or more effected freight rail operators/owners. Those additional modifications included Brunswick West; and an at-grade variation of the

Brunswick Central.

® Source: Southwest Transitway Draft E/S (FTA, HCRRA, Council; October 2012) in 2012 dollars, which used a different cost methodology than the Brunswick West/Central

estimates.

¢Includes freight track and structures (Louisiana Avenue to Cedar Lake Junction), BNSF siding, freight signaling, freight track removal, pedestrian underpass and roadway

relocations/upgrades near St Louis Park High School, North Cedar Lake Trail crossing, right-of-way; Includes freight Common Elements costs of approximately $85 to $90 million (US-
169 to Louisiana, Southerly Connector).

TABLE F.5-4
St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment — First-Step Evaluation — Kenilworth Corridor Adjustments
Full
Acquisitions Costs Measures Status
Draft EIS or All Modes |55 properties | $160 - Displacement of residences due to right-of-way acquisition Dismissed
At-Grade $170m? Potential visual impacts on Kenilworth Lagoon
(94-foot-wide section)
All Modes At-Grade 26 properties | $135 — Displacement of residences due to right-of-way acquisition Dismissed
(81-foot-wide section) $145m? Potential visual impacts on Kenilworth Lagoon
Relocate the Kenilworth | O properties $120 — Portion of the Kenilworth trail relocated from the Kenilworth Corridor between Cedar Lake Pkwy and Midtown | Dismissed
Trail out of the $130mP Greenway
Kenilworth Corridor Strengths include the following:
— No homes impacted
— Low capital costs
— Relocated trail would be an off-road, shared-use facility
Elevate the Kenilworth | O properties $135 — Visual impacts due to structure height and connecting ramps Dismissed
Trail $145m° Impacts the visual quality and setting of the trail (e.g., separation from ground vegetation) and the addition
of grade changes to the trail
Potential visual impacts on Kenilworth Lagoon
Strengths include the following:
— No homes displaced
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Full
Acquisitions Measures Status
Elevate the Light Rail | O properties $190 - e Visual impacts due to structure height and elevators at stations Dismissed
Alignment Co$B00m*° e Potential visual impacts on Kenilworth Lagoon

e Strengths include the following:
— No homes displaced

High capital cost Retained
Challenging construction

Potential visual impacts on Kenilworth Lagoon

Eliminates 21st St. Station

Existing freight rail and trail bridges across the Kenilworth Lagoon would need to be replaced to
accommodate construction of a new light rail and trail bridge and a freight rail bridge (which would be
approximately 40 feet west of the existing freight rail bridge)

e Strengths include the following:

— Would not require acquisition of homes and businesses in the Kenilworth Corridor

— Retains at-grade West Lake Station

Place LRT in Shallow O properties $235 —
Cut-and-Cover Tunnels $250m*®

Place LRT in Deep O properties $405 — e Highest capital cost Retained
Bored Tunnels $420m'’ Challenging construction

Underground station at West Lake St.
Reconstruction of West Lake Street bridge
Eliminates 21st St. Station

Existing freight rail and trail bridges across the Kenilworth Lagoon would need to be replaced to
accommodate construction of the bored tunnels®

e Strengths include the following:
— Would not require acquisition of homes and businesses in the Kenilworth Corridor

2 Includes freight track and structures (Louisiana Avenue to Cedar Lake Junction), trail bridges & retaining walls (east of Beltline Avenue, near Penn Station), deduct for LRT /trail
underpass at Cedar Lake Parkway, right-of-way; includes freight Common Elements costs of approximately $85 to $90 million (US-169 to Louisiana Avenue, Southerly Connector).

® Includes trail aerial structure/retaining walls at France Avenue, connection to Cedar Lake Trail at Inglewood Avenue, freight track and structures (Louisiana Avenue to Cedar Lake
Junction), trail bridges & retaining walls (east of Beltline Avenue, near Penn Station), deduct for LRT/trail underpass at Cedar Lake Parkway; includes freight Common Elements
costs of approximately $85 to $90 million (US-169 to Louisiana Avenue, Southerly Connector).

¢ Includes elevated trail structure/retaining walls and retains 21% Street Station, vertical trail connection at Cedar Lake Parkway, freight track and structures (Louisiana Avenue to
Cedar Lake Junction), trail bridges & retaining walls (east of Beltline Avenue, near Penn Station), deduct for LRT/trail underpass at Cedar Lake Parkway, deduct for trail bridge
over Kenilworth Channel; includes freight Common Elements costs of approximately $85 to $90 million (US-169 to Louisiana Avenue, Southerly Connector).

9 Includes elevated LRT structure/retaining walls and retains 21st Street Station, freight track and structures (Louisiana Avenue to Cedar Lake Junction), trail bridges & retaining
walls (east of Beltline Avenue, near Penn Station), LRT direct fixation track, deduct for LRT/trail underpass at Cedar Lake Parkway, deduct for LRT bridge over Kenilworth
Channel, right-of-way; includes freight Common Elements costs of approximately $85 to $90 million (US-169 to Louisiana Avenue, Southerly Connector).

® Includes north and south shallow cut-and-cover tunnels (tunnels, portals, systems/support facilities), freight track and structures (Louisiana Avenue to Cedar Lake Junction), trail
bridges & retaining walls (east of Beltline Avenue, near Penn Station), LRT direct fixation track, temporary freight accommodations, Burnham Road bridge support, deduct for 21%
Street Station, deduct for LRT /trail underpass at Cedar Lake Parkway; includes freight Common Elements costs of approximately $85 to $90 million (US-169 to Louisiana Avenue,
Southerly Connector).

fIncludes parallel deep bore tunnels (tunnels, bore pits, systems/support facilities), underground West Lake Station, freight track and structures (Louisiana Avenue to Cedar Lake
Junction), trail bridges & retaining walls (east of Beltline Avenue, near Penn Station), removal/replacement of West Lake Bridge, LRT direct fixation track, temporary freight
accommodations, deduct for LRT bridge over Kenilworth Channel, deduct for 21% Street Station, deduct for LRT/trail underpass at Cedar Lake Parkway; includes freight Common
Elements costs of approximately $85 to $90 million (US-169 to Louisiana Avenue, Southerly Connector).

9 The tunnels would be bored within the HCRRA and BNSF right-of-way at the Kenilworth Lagoon and the existing freight rail and trail bridges across the lagoon would need to be
replaced because the existing wood bridge piers would likely extend into the tunneling area. Because the existing bridge piers are wood and there are no as-built construction
drawings available, it would be difficult to determine precisely how deep the existing piers extend under the lagoon. However, even if they do not extend in the bored tunnel
construction area, the piers would be susceptible to settlement during tunnel construction due to soil conditions at the site.
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TABLE F.5-5

St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment Alignment Adjustment — Second-Step Evaluation

Adjustment

Full Acquisitions

Costs

Measures

Status

Brunswick Central
- Elevated

32 properties

$275 -
$290m?

Supported by railroad companies from a physics of design standpoint
Cost: Second highest capital cost
Right-of-Way:
— Displacement of homes and businesses due to right-of-way acquisition
— Displacement of the Park Spanish Immersion School playground, which is likely a Section 4(f)-
protected property

Traffic:

— Requires lowering of south frontage road and reconfiguration of street network
— Improves frontage road south and north of Highway 7 by grade separation

Freight:

— Freight rail would be elevated between Highway 7 and Brunswick Avenue
— Freight rail profile would be raised north of 33rd Street

— Eliminates freight tracks east of MN&S Spur

— Eliminates five at-grade freight rail crossings

Environment: Fill within relatively high-quality wetlands in the “Iron Triangle” area at BNSF connection
Potential effects to the historic Kenilworth Lagoon and the Brownie/Cedar Lakes channel

Bicycle and pedestrian: Allows for two new pedestrian grade underpasses

Stations: Retains 21st Street Station

Retained

Kenilworth Corridor
Shallow LRT
Tunnels

O properties

$235 -
$250m°

Supported by railroad companies from a physics of design standpoint

Cost: Lowest capital cost

Right-of-Way: Does not require acquisition of homes and businesses in the Kenilworth Corridor
Challenging construction due to various constraints in the Kenilworth Corridor

Environment: At-grade crossing of Kenilworth Lagoon, with potential visual impacts

Bicycle and pedestrian: Temporary detour of Kenilworth Trail

Stations: Eliminates 21st St Station

Existing freight rail and trail bridges across the Kenilworth Lagoon would need to be replaced and the total
width of the new bridges would be approximately double the width of the existing bridges

Potential adverse effect to the historic Kenilworth Lagoon

Retained
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Adjustment Full Acquisitions Costs Measures Status
Kenilworth Deep O properties $405 - e Supported by railroad companies from a physics of design standpoint Dismissed
Bore LRT Tunnels $420m° e Cost: Highest capital cost — likely to be financially infeasible on regional level due to lack of local funding

support

¢ Right-of-Way:
— Does not require acquisition of homes and businesses in the Kenilworth Corridor
— Risk of potential settlement to immediately adjacent existing buildings and other structures due
to construction
e Construction:

— Challenging construction due to various constraints in the Kenilworth Corridor
— Reconstruction of West Lake Street due to tunneling conflicts with existing bridge piles, including
demolition and replacement of the existing bridge over Kenilworth Corridor, generally located
between Market Plaza and Chowen Ave S
— Closure of West Lake Street (Market Plaza to Chowen Ave S) for approximately 12-18 months;
related increases in traffic congestion; increased vehicle travel times due to out-of-direction
travel and/or increased congestion
e Operations: Increased travel time (approximately one minute) for all trips that would use the below ground
West Lake Street station, reducing transit ridership
e Existing freight rail and trail bridges across the Kenilworth Lagoon would need to be replaced to
accommodate construction of the bored tunnels®

e Potential effects to the historic Kenilworth Lagoon and the Brownie/Cedar Lakes channel
e Bicycle and pedestrian: Temporary detour of Kenilworth Trail
e Stations:

— Includes underground West Lake Street Station
— Eliminates 21st Street Station

2 Includes freight track and structures (Louisiana Avenue to Cedar Lake Junction), BNSF siding, freight signaling, freight track removal, pedestrian underpass and roadway
relocations/upgrades near St Louis Park High School, North Cedar Lake Trail crossing, right-of-way; includes freight Common Elements costs of approximately $85 to $90 million
(US-169 to Louisiana Avenue, Southerly Connector).

® Includes north and south shallow cut-and-cover tunnels (tunnels, portals, systems/support facilities), freight track and structures (Louisiana Avenue to Cedar Lake Junction), trail
bridges & retaining walls (east of Beltline Avenue, near Penn Station), LRT direct fixation track, temporary freight accommodations, Burnham Road bridge support, deduct for 21%
Street Station, deduct for LRT /trail underpass at Cedar Lake Parkway; includes freight Common Elements costs of approximately $85 to $90 million (US-169 to Louisiana Avenue,
Southerly Connector).

¢ Includes parallel deep bore tunnels (tunnels, bore pits, systems/support facilities), underground West Lake Station, freight track and structures (Louisiana Avenue to Cedar Lake
Junction), trail bridges & retaining walls (east of Beltline Avenue, near Penn Station), removal/replacement of West Lake Bridge, LRT direct fixation track, temporary freight
accommodations, deduct for LRT bridge over Kenilworth Channel, deduct for 21%* Street Station, deduct for LRT/trail underpass at Cedar Lake Parkway; includes freight Common
Elements costs of approximately $85 to $90 million (US-169 to Louisiana Avenue, Southerly Connector).

4 The tunnels would be bored within the HCRRA and BNSF right-of-way at the Kenilworth Lagoon and the existing freight rail and trail bridges across the lagoon would need to be
replaced because the existing wood bridge piers would likely extend into the tunneling area. Because the existing bridge piers are wood and there are no as-build construction
drawings available, it would be difficult to determine precisely how deep the existing piers extend under the lagoon. However, even if they do not extend in the bored tunnel
construction area, the piers would be susceptible to settlement during tunnel construction due to soil conditions at the site.
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TABLE F.5-6
St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment Alignment Adjustment — Third-Step Evaluation
a Weaknesses?® Status
Brunswick Central - Elevated e Freight rail at-grade crossings eliminated between Blake Road and e Acquisition of 32 residential, commercial, and Dismissed
28th Street along MN&S route institutional parcels
e Non-emergency freight train horn use eliminated between Blake Road | e Elevated freight rail track through St. Louis Park and
and 28th Street related visual impacts
e Freight rail relocated away from St. Louis Park High School e Displacement of Park Spanish Immersion School
e Freight rail track removed in the Kenilworth Corridor and a portion of playground, which is likely a Section 4(f) protected
the Bass Lake Spur east of the existing MN&S Spur property
e Construction challenges to accommodate ongoing
freight rail traffic
e Greater amount of wetlands filled
e Community cohesion impacts
o Greater capital costs
e Additional design refinements and/or operating
agreement with affected freight railroads would likely
be required to address potential adverse economic
impacts to the affected railroads, which would likely
increase project costs
Kenilworth Corrid%r Shallow LRT e No acquisition of homes and businesses in Kenilworth Corridor e 21st Street Station eliminated Retained
Tunnels trengths e 200-plus LRT trips per day mostly below-grade through Kenilworth e Council sewer relocation
Corridor e Temporary detour of Kenilworth Trail
e LRT daylights between north and south tunnels for approximately
20 seconds per train
e West Lake Street bridge preserved
e Kenilworth Trail preserved within corridor for long-term
e Lower capital costs
e No adverse effects to groundwater or nearby lake levels
@ See also Table F.5-6 for additional evaluation measures considered in the third-step evaluation.
TABLE F.5-7
St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment Alignment Adjustment — Fourth-Step Evaluation - Kenilworth Corridor Adjustments
Shallow LRT Cut-and-Cover Tunnels — Over Kenilworth Lagoon and MN&S North
Alignment
Adjustment Costs Measures Status
Shallow LRT $235 - Daily Freight Operations: Expected average of 2 freight trains daily on the MN&S corridor and 3 daily within the Kenilworth Corridor | Retained
Cut-and-Cover 250m® Daily LRT Operations: Expected average of 200-plus LRT trains per day in a tunnel and at-grade at the channel in the Kenilworth
Tunnels — Over Corridor
Kenilworth Safety Considerations:
Lagoon e 4 at-grade freight crossings (existing and proposed) — Wooddale, Beltline, Cedar Lake, 21st Street
e 2 LRT at-grade crossing with freight “Wooddale and Beltline
e Freight at station areas - Wooddale, Beltline and West Lake
Community (between Louisiana Ave and Cedar Lake):
e No school buildings within 150 feet of freight tracks
e 750 residential units within 150 feet of freight tracks
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Alignment

Adjustment Costs Measures Status
¢ No street closures
Right-of-Way: No permanent acquisitions (not including acquisitions for Louisiana Station or Southerly connection)
Operating Costs: Increased operations and maintenance costs for ventilation, lighting and other tunnel systems
Developable Land: Reduction of 2 acres of developable land
Schedule: Lower risk of potential delays
Stations: No 21st Street Station
Channel Crossing: 74-feet combined width of two reconstructed bridges; total width, including space between bridges, of 82-feet
Opening Year: 2019

MN&S North $240 - Daily Freight Operations: Expected average of five freight trains daily on the MN&S corridor and zero daily within the Kenilworth Dismissed

$265m° Corridor
Daily LRT Operations: Expected average of 200-plus LRT trains per day at-grade in the Kenilworth Corridor
Safety considerations:

e 2 at-grade freight crossings - Proposed new crossings at Library and Dakota, proposed closure of existing crossings at Walker,
West Lake, 28th and 29th, new grade-separation at 27th

e 3 LRT only at-grade crossings with Wooddale, Beltline, 21st Street

¢ No freight at station areas

e Opposed by affected freight rail operators due to safety and operational concerns
Community (between Louisiana Ave to Cedar Lake):

e One school building within 150 feet of freight tracks

e 240 residential units within 150 feet of freight tracks

e No street closures

Right-of-Way: Permanent acquisition requiring relocations of 6 residential units, 7 private businesses and 1 school (not including
acquisitions for Louisiana Station or Southerly connection)

Operating Costs: Maintenance costs for an additional 5,400 linear feet of freight bridge structure and 81,000 square feet of freight
retaining walls

Developable Land: Addition of approximately 3 acres of developable land
Schedule: Potential delay of up to two years

Stations: Includes station at 21st Street

Channel Crossing: 54-feet width of reconstructed single bridge over the channel
Opening Year: 2021

2 Includes north and south shallow cut-and-cover tunnels (tunnels, portals, systems/support facilities), freight track and structures (Louisiana Avenue to Cedar Lake Junction), trail
bridges & retaining walls (east of Beltline Avenue, near Penn Station), LRT direct fixation track, temporary freight accommodations, Burnham Road bridge support, deduct for 21st
Street Station, deduct for LRT /trail underpass at Cedar Lake Parkway; includes freight Common Elements costs of approximately $85 to $90 million (US-169 to Louisiana Avenue,
Southerly Connector).

® TranSystems identified $112M in costs in an estimate provided to the Southwest LRT Project Office (February 7, 2014) including freight track and structures (Blake Road to BNSF
near MN&S Spur), freight track and structures (Southerly Connection), BNSF siding, freight signaling, pedestrian overpass and roadway relocations/upgrades near St Louis Park
High School, engineering/contingency; Southwest LRT Project Office identified additional costs for the design including freight track (US-169 to Blake Road), North Cedar Lake
Trail crossing, additional right-of-way, additional LRT retaining walls, additional freight track removal, additional soft costs (contingency, escalation, engineering, financing); cost
shown does not include Xcel substation impacts; cost shown includes freight Common Elements costs of approximately $90 to 100 million (US-169 to Louisiana Avenue, modified
Southerly Connector with additional new freight rail structure length).
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TABLEF.5-8

St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment Alignment Adjustment — Fourth-Step Evaluation - Kenilworth Corridor Adjustments
Shallow LRT Cut-and-Cover Tunnels — Over and Under Kenilworth Lagoon

Adjustment

Full
Acquisitions

Costs

Measures

Status

Shallow LRT Cut-and-
Cover Tunnels — Over
Kenilworth Lagoon

O properties

$240 —
$260m*

e Cost: Lowest capital cost

e Construction Considerations:
— Less challenging construction (relative to other fourth-step Kenilworth Corridor adjustments)
— Shorter construction period, 2019 opening year
— Closure of recreational traffic on Kenilworth Lagoon of limited durations during construction of

bridges

e Visual impacts on Kenilworth Lagoon

e Stations: Eliminates 21st Street Station

e Channel Crossing:

— At-grade LRT crossing of Kenilworth Channel
— 74-feet combined width of two new bridges (combined pedestrian/LRT bridge and freight
bridge); total width, including space between bridges, of 82-feet
e Strengths include the following:

— Would not require acquisition of homes and businesses in the Kenilworth Corridor

— Achieves municipal goal to avoid co-locating freight rail traffic with light rail traffic at-grade along
much of the length of the Kenilworth Corridor

— Retains at-grade West Lake Station

Retained®

Short Shallow LRT
Cut-and-Cover Tunnel
— Under Kenilworth
Lagoon

O properties

$270 -
$300m°

e Cost: Second highest capital cost
e Construction Considerations:

— Challenging construction due to substantially constrained construction environment

— Existing freight rail and trail bridges across the lagoon would need to be replaced and their
replacement would need to be sequenced with the tunnel construction

— Longer construction period, 2020 opening year

— Closure of recreational traffic on Kenilworth Lagoon for approximately one to two years during
construction

— Additional emergency ventilation and intermediate emergency egress stairways compared to two
shorter tunnels

—  Volume of groundwater pumped during construction for the tunnel segment under the lagoon
would increase substantially, compared to other tunnel segments

— Challenges in developing and maintaining effective waterproofing systems around the submerged
tunnel segment

e Stations: Retains the 21st Street Station
e Channel Crossing:
— Below-grade LRT crossing of Kenilworth Channel
— 43-feet combined width of two new bridges (pedestrian and freight); total width, including space
between bridges, of 88 feet
e Strengths include the following:
— Would not require acquisition of homes and businesses in the Kenilworth Corridor
— Achieves municipal goal to avoid co-locating freight rail traffic with light rail traffic at-grade along
much of the length of the Kenilworth Corridor (but less than the other fourth-step Kenilworth
Corridor adjustments)
— Retains at-grade West Lake Station

Dismissed
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Full
Adjustment Acquisitions Measures Status
Long Shallow LRT Cut- | O properties $305 - e Cost: Highest capital cost Dismissed
and-Cover Tunnel = Costs$345m* e Construction Considerations:
Under Kenilworth — Challenging construction due to substantially constrained construction environment
Lagoon — Existing freight rail and trail bridges across the lagoon would need to be replaced and their

replacement would need to be sequenced with the tunnel construction

— Longer construction period, 2020 opening year

— Closure of recreational traffic on Kenilworth Lagoon for approximately one to two years during
construction

— Additional emergency ventilation and intermediate emergency egress stairways compared to two
shorter tunnels

— Volume of groundwater pumped during construction for the tunnel segment under the lagoon
would increase substantially, compared to other tunnel segments

— Challenges in developing and maintaining effective waterproofing systems around the submerged
tunnel segment

e Stations: Eliminates the 21st Street Station
e Channel Crossing:

— Below-grade LRT crossing of Kenilworth Channel

— 43-feet combined width of two bridges (pedestrian and freight); total width, including space
between bridges of 88 feet

e Strengths include the following:

—  Would not require acquisition of homes and businesses in the Kenilworth Corridor

— Achieves municipal goal to avoid co-locating freight rail traffic with light rail traffic at-grade along
much of the length of the Kenilworth Corridor

— Retains at-grade West Lake Station

2 Includes north and south shallow cut-and-cover tunnels (tunnels, portals, systems/support facilities), freight track and structures (Louisiana Avenue to Cedar Lake Junction), trail
bridges & retaining walls (east of Beltline Avenue, near Penn Station), LRT direct fixation track, temporary freight accommodations, Burnham Road bridge support, deduct for 21%
Street Station, deduct for LRT/trail underpass at Cedar Lake Parkway; includes freight Common Elements (US-169 to Louisiana Avenue, Southerly Connector).

® On July 9, 2014, considering a recommendation from the Corridor Management Committee (CMC), the Metropolitan Council (Council) identified additional design adjustments to
the LPA within the City of Minneapolis, which were proposed in the then-draft memoranda between the Council and the City of Minneapolis. (See Appendix D, Sources and
References Cited, for instructions on how to access the executed memoranda.) In summary, the additional design adjustments: (1) reduced project capital costs by eliminating the
northern of the two proposed light rail tunnels in the Kenilworth Corridor (including the re-establishment of the proposed at-grade light rail station at 21st Street); (2) incorporated
into the LPA a variety of bicycle and pedestrian improvements associated with proposed light rail stations in the City of Minneapolis; and (3) established the Council’s and the
City’s intents relative to aspects of long-term property ownership and freight rail operations in the Kenilworth Corridor.

¢ Includes north and south shallow cut-and-cover tunnels (tunnels, portals, systems/support facilities), freight track and structures (Louisiana Avenue to Cedar Lake Junction), trail
bridges & retaining walls (east of Beltline Avenue, near Penn Station), LRT direct fixation track, temporary freight accommodations, Burnham Road bridge support, deduct for 21%
Street Station, deduct for LRT /trail underpass at Cedar Lake Parkway. Includes additional tunnel segment under Kenilworth Lagoon (tunnel, systems/support facilities), additional
LRT direct fixation track, deduct for LRT bridge over Kenilworth Lagoon, deduct for portion of north tunnel and LRT direct fixation track, retention of 21% Street Station; cost shown
includes freight Common Elements (US-169 to Louisiana Avenue, Southerly Connector).

4 Includes north and south shallow cut-and-cover tunnels (tunnels, portals, systems/support facilities), freight track and structures (Louisiana Avenue to Cedar Lake Junction), trail
bridges & retaining walls (east of Beltline Avenue, near Penn Station), LRT direct fixation track, temporary freight accommodations, Burnham Road bridge support, deduct for 21%

Street Station, deduct for LRT /trail underpass at Cedar Lake Parkway. Includes additional tunnel segment under Kenilworth Lagoon (tunnel, systems/support facilities), additional

LRT direct fixation track, deduct for LRT bridge over Kenilworth Lagoon; cost shown includes freight Common Elements (US-169 to Louisiana Avenue, Southerly Connector).
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Table F.5-2 identifies the design adjustments developed and evaluated within each of the four steps,
including identification of their status at the completion of each step. Following is a more detailed
description of each step and the design adjustments developed and evaluated within each step.

A. First-Step Evaluation

The first-step evaluation process for the Set 1 Design Adjustments in the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment
included the development and analysis of potential adjustments to both the existing freight rail lines and/or
to the proposed light rail alignment and related improvements. However, the range of adjustments from the
two efforts differ substantially: (1) the freight rail relocation adjustments focus almost exclusively on
changes to the proposed freight rail alignment; and (2) the Kenilworth Corridor adjustments primarily
focus on potential changes to the proposed light rail improvements within the Kenilworth Corridor.

In addition to ensuring that the project continues to meet its Purpose and Need, as outlined in Chapter 1 of
the Supplemental Draft EIS, both of these efforts had the same overall objectives: (1) develop potential
adjustments that meet the current freight rail operator’s operational and safety requirements; (2) minimize
adverse impacts to the project’s surrounding environment, including avoiding or minimizing property
acquisitions; and (3) minimize capital and operating costs.

The design adjustment process for the Set 1 Adjustments also included discussions with the affected railroad
companies, including an examination of their existing operations and an assessment of freight rail alighment
conditions between the Highway 169/Highway 62 interchange in the west to Cedar Lake Junction in the east.
Key areas of concern expressed by affected freight rail companies on freight rail modifications developed
within the Set 1 Adjustments included: freight rail safety related to the railroad’s design and operating
standards; and long-term freight rail operating complexities and costs. Draft designs of freight rail
modifications that were developed during this process and that were evaluated by the affected railroad
companies were dismissed from further study if one or more of the affected railroad companies determined
that the draft modification would not meet their design or operational safety standards. The draft freight rail
modifications that were dismissed from further study based on design or operational concerns raised by the
affected railroad companies are noted within this section.

The potential freight rail relocation adjustments developed and considered involved a range of changes to
the freight rail modifications envisioned under LRT 3A (as described in Section 2.3.3 of the Draft EIS). The
design adjustments developed primarily focused on changes to the potential freight rail connection between
the Bass Lake and MN&S spurs and, to a lesser degree, to the potential freight rail connection between the
MN&S Spur and the Wayzata Subdivision.

Conversely, the Kenilworth Corridor adjustments developed focused primarily on the development and
evaluation of a range of significant changes to the proposed light rail alignment within the Kenilworth
Corridor, compared to those proposed under LRT 3A-1 of the Draft EIS.

The first step of the evaluation process for Set 1 Adjustments resulted in the development and evaluation of
the following potential design adjustments (see Exhibit F-11):

e Set1 Freight Rail Relocation Adjustments

— Brunswick West - Elevated - the relocation of freight rail to the MN&S Spur and Wayzata
Subdivision primarily above-grade and on new right-of-way between Bass Lake Spur and
33rd Street

— Brunswick Central - Elevated - the relocation of freight rail to the MN&S Spur and Wayzata
Subdivision primarily above-grade, slightly east of Brunswick Central between Bass Lake Spur
and 33rd Street

e Set 1 Kenilworth Corridor Adjustments

— All Modes at Grade—Ilight rail, freight rail, and trails at-grade through Kenilworth Corridor
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EXHIBIT F-11
Areas of Potential Light Rail and Freight Rail-Related Adjustments — St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment
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— Relocate the Kenilworth Trail out of the Kenilworth Corridor—the relocation of the Kenilworth
Trail between the Midtown Greenway and Cedar Lake Parkway

— Elevate the Kenilworth Trail—the placement of the Kenilworth trail on structure above the light
rail alignment, east of the West Lake Street bridge to north side of Burnham Road bridge

— Elevate the Light Rail Alignment—the placement of proposed light rail alignment on an elevated
structure in the Kenilworth Corridor, east of the West Lake Street bridge to north side of
Burnham Road bridge

— Place the Light Rail Alignment in Shallow Cut-and-Cover Tunnels—the placement of the
proposed light rail alignment within two cut-and-cover tunnels (the south tunnel segment
between north of the West Lake Street bridge and south of the Kenilworth Lagoon; the north
tunnel segment between north of the Kenilworth Lagoon and approximately 1,000 feet north of
21st Street) and a light rail bridge over the Kenilworth Lagoon between the two tunnels

— Place the Light Rail Alignment in Deep Bore Tunnels—the placement of the proposed light rail
alignment within twin bored tunnels between west of West Lake Station and approximately
1,000 feet north of 21st Street, with West Lake Station below-grade

Set 1 Freight Rail Relocation Adjustments Considered in the First-Step Evaluation

During the Draft EIS public comment period, individuals, organizations, and jurisdictions expressed concerns
with the proposed freight rail track connection in St. Louis Park that would allow for the relocation of freight
rail out of the Kenilworth Corridor. In particular, TC&W, the existing freight rail operator in the Kenilworth
Corridor, raised safety and operational concerns with the horizontal and vertical curvature of the proposed
new connection between the Bass Lake Spur and the MN&S Spur, as well as insufficient lengths of straight
track, based on their design standards for operating up to 120-car-unit trains. TC&W also noted that the
proposed routing of their freight trains from the Bass Lake Spur and the Kenilworth Corridor to the MN&S
Spur and the Wayzata Subdivision could adversely affect the railroad’s operational costs due to track
geometry, increased track distances, and operating environments.

Based on those and other comments received on the Draft EIS, the project team developed a variety of design
adjustments to allow for the relocation of freight rail service, while balancing two primary objectives: design
the connection to meet the safety and operational design standards of the affected railroads; and maintain
the adjusted freight rail alighment within the existing right-of-way as much as possible. This effort focused
on adjustments to the potential freight rail connection between the Bass Lake and MN&S spurs and
adjustments to the track alignment along the MN&S Spur to the reconstructed connection to the Wayzata
Subdivision.

Step one of this design development and evaluation process utilized the public involvement, agency
coordination, and freight rail coordination efforts described in Section 2.0 of this appendix. The process,
which generally spanned from February to June 2013, used a systematic approach to the development and
evaluation of design adjustments to the freight rail relocation design under LRT 3A that the Draft EIS was
based on and that representatives of freight railroads objected to during the Draft EIS public comment
period, specifically citing safety and railroad operations and economic concerns. The design of the
adjustments that would have relocated freight rail from the Bass Lake Spur and the Kenilworth Corridor and
onto the MN&S Spur and the Wayzata Subdivision changed through this systematic process of design
development by project staff and review and comment on the revised design by others, including the
representatives of the affected freight rails. The review of the draft designs by representatives of the affected
freight railroads, especially related to design and operational safety, played a key role in the development of
the freight rail relocation design adjustments. In general, that design development process for freight rail
relocation adjustments went through the following steps before two potential design adjustments were
identified as likely meeting the design and operational safety requirements of the affected railroads (which
are described below and are termed the Brunswick West and Brunswick Central):

1. Draft EIS MN&S. The starting point for the freight rail relocation design adjustment process was the
design of freight rail modifications described in the Draft EIS under LRT 3A. This design would have
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provided a northern connection between the Bass Lake Spur and the MN&S Spur via a new freight rail
connection, allowing freight rail service to be rerouted from the Bass Lake Spur east of the MN&S Spur
and the Kenilworth Corridor, onto the MN&S Spur and the Wayzata Subdivision. The design of that
connection (see Appendix F of the Draft EIS) was found to have safety and operational concerns by
representatives of the affected freight railroads. The safety concerns were based on freight rail alignment
curves and grades. Out of the nine curves associated with the design, four had high compensated grades
(between 1.6 and 1.8 percent) and one curve was sharper than 6 degrees. Based on the safety and
operational issues raised, the Draft EIS MN&S design was dismissed from further consideration.

2. MN&S Modified. Project staff prepared a modified MN&S design, based on the design from the Draft EIS,
with the following changes: all horizontal curves are adjusted to be less than or equal to 6 degrees,
maximum compensated grades are 0.91 percent, the alignment crosses Highway 7 on a new freight rail
bridge and the horizontal and vertical alignment in the vicinity of the existing Minnetonka Blvd. bridge is
adjusted. Representatives from affected railroads noted that the reverse horizontal curves located
immediately north of the Bass Lake Spur on the proposed relocation route would not provide sufficient
tangent (i.e., straight) track length to allow for the safe operations of their trains and, while the design
was an improvement over the Draft EIS MN&S design, the reverse curse would render the design
unacceptable due to the potential for derailment of freight rail cars navigating the curves.

3. Brunswick East. Developed and evaluated concurrently with the Brunswick West - At Grade and the
Brunswick Central - At Grade alignments, the Brunswick East design eliminated the reverse curves in the
MN&S Modified design. Further, the design would extend the existing MN&S tangent alignment south,
connecting to the Bass Lake Spur with a 4-degree curve with maximum compensated grades of 0.80
percent. The alignment would run on an earth retaining structure on the Bass Lake Spur, cross over
Highway 7 and Wooddale Avenue on bridge, run on earth retaining structure generally parallel to
Brunswick Avenue, cross over Lake Street on bridge. This design was dismissed from further
consideration for two key reasons: 1) representatives of the effected freight railroads expressed the
same safety concerns expressed for the Draft EIS MN&S design, particularly the presence of reverse
curves and inadequate tangent track length for the through movement on the MN&S that could lead to
derailment of freight trains; and 2) the design would potentially result in the displacement of
approximately 55 residential properties, the Park Spanish Immersion School, and one commercial
building.

4. Brunswick West - At-Grade. Developed and evaluated concurrently with the Brunswick East and the
Brunswick Central - At Grade designs, the Brunswick West - At Grade design would connect to the MN&S
tangent alignment south of Minnetonka Boulevard, introducing a 4 degree curve. It would also place a
tangent section of track through the Orioles Stadium (a Section 4(f) property) and it would cross the
north west corner of the Xcel substation, tying into the Bass Lake Spur near Louisiana Avenue South with
a 4 degree curve. This design would include at-grade freight rail crossings of Library Lane and West Lake
Street/Dakota Avenue South. This design was dismissed from further consideration due to safety
concerns raised by the affected railroads due to the associated at-grade crossings and the additional
horizontal and vertical curves that could lead to rail car decoupling and/or train derailments.

5. Brunswick Central - At-Grade. Developed and evaluated concurrently with the Brunswick East and the
Brunswick West - At Grade designs, the Brunswick Central - At Grade design would connect to the
existing MN&S tangent track alignment south of Minnetonka Boulevard, introducing a 4 degree curve
that would cross Brunswick Avenue at grade and that would continue on tangent track crossing West
Lake Street and Wooddale Avenue South at grade. This design was dismissed from further consideration
due to safety concerns raised by the affected railroads due to the associated at-grade crossings and the
additional horizontal and vertical curves that could lead to rail car decoupling and/or train derailments.

6. Brunswick West (Elevated). The Brunswick West - At Grade design was modified to place the freight
rail alignment between Highway 7 and 33rd Street on an elevated profile with bridge and earth retaining
structures, thereby eliminating the at-grade crossings of Library Lane and West Lake Street/Dakota
Avenue South and minimizing the vertical curves. This modified design was found acceptable to
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representatives from the effected freight railroads and was advanced into the first step evaluation (its
more detailed description follows).

Brunswick Central (Elevated). The Brunswick Central - At Grade design was modified to place the
freight rail alignment between Highway 7 and 33rd Street on an elevated profile with bridge and earth
retaining structures, thereby eliminating the at-grade crossings of Brunswick Avenue, West Lake Street
and Wooddale Avenue South and minimizing the vertical curves. This modified design was found
acceptable to representatives from the effected freight railroads from a geometric perspective and was
advanced into the first step evaluation (its more detailed description follows).

The adjustments developed for the potential freight rail connection at the conclusion of the freight rail
relocation design development process were termed Brunswick Central and Brunswick West (see
Exhibits F-12 and F-13, respectively) and are described as follows:

Brunswick Central (Elevated). The Brunswick Central freight rail relocation adjustment was developed
to minimize impacts to commercial, residential, and public properties associated with the Brunswick
West alignment. This design adjustment would shift the existing MN&S rail tracks to the east, south of
Highway 7, replacing the current freight rail bridge over the Bass Lake Spur and realigning the MN&S
Spur between Bass Lake Spur and 33rd Street on new railroad right-of-way elevated on bridge and earth
retaining structures. Under the Brunswick Central design adjustment, the potential freight rail
connection would be elevated to minimize the number of vertical curves and vertical grade changes and
flatten horizontal curves needed to meet the railroad operator’s operational and safety requirements.
This design adjustment would require full or partial acquisition of approximately 32 residential,
business, or public properties; two new structures over Highway 7; and a new freight rail structure over
the MN&S Spur. Both Highway 7 and the frontage road would be lowered approximately five feet to
provide the required vertical bridge clearance over Highway 7. This design adjustment would result in
relocating the Park Spanish Immersion School playground, a property that would likely meet the
qualifications for protection under Section 4(f). Under this design adjustment, all freight rail street
crossings would be grade-separated, except for an at-grade crossing at 28th Street. Underpasses would
allow the Spanish Immersion School to retain access to Oriole Field and would provide vehicle, bicycle,
and pedestrian access at other locations where the freight alignment would be elevated on retained fill
(which is the construction of retaining walls to support fill where tracks are raised above existing grade).
New freight rail bridges would be constructed over, Wooddale Avenue, 34th Street, and Lake Street. The
modified freight rail alignment would generally meet up with the existing MN&S Spur alignment east of
Brunswick Avenue South, in the vicinity of West 32nd Street, with relatively minor modifications to the
existing tracks. Those modifications would be to the elevation of the existing freight rail tracks to
accommodate the connection between the new and existing alignment. Finally, there would be a restored
freight rail connection made between the MN&S Spur and the Wayzata Subdivision.

Brunswick West (Elevated). The Brunswick West freight rail relocation adjustment would provide a
freight rail connection between the Bass Lake and MN&S spurs that would meet the freight rail
operators’ design and safety standards for horizontal and vertical track curvature. The vertical profile of
this alignment would require the freight rail track to be elevated between the Bass Lake Spur and
approximately 33rd Street on bridge and earth retaining structures. However, the design adjustment
would require full or partial acquisition of approximately 46 residential, business, or public properties;
construction of freight rail bridge structures; lowering of the south frontage road at Highway 7; and
reconfiguration of several local roads that would be severed due to the adjusted freight rail alignment.
The Brunswick West freight rail relocation adjustment would realign and re-establish the MN&S tracks
between the Bass Lake Spur and 33rd Street on a new freight rail right-of-way. The alignment would also
include realignment of the MN&S Spur to the south of the Bass Lake Spur. It also would displace Oriole
Stadium, which serves as St. Louis Park High School’s football field and as a community recreation facility
and most likely would meet the qualifications for a Section 4(f)-protected property. The Brunswick West
alignment would also close through access at Walker Street/Library Lane and would realign Lake Street
from Walker Street to Dakota Avenue. It would also require additional roadway modifications to
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EXHIBIT F-12
Brunswick Central - Elevated Freight Rail Relocation Adjustments
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EXHIBIT F-13

Draft EIS and Brunswick West Freight Rail Relocation Adjustments
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continue to provide vehicular access to the high school’s athletic field. The modified freight rail alignment
would generally meet up with the existing MN&S Spur alignment east of Brunswick Avenue South, in the
vicinity of West 32nd Street, with relatively minor modifications to the existing tracks. Those modifications
would be to the elevation of the existing freight rail tracks to accommodate the connection between the new
and existing alignment. Finally, there would be a restored freight rail connection made between the MN&S
Spur and the Wayzata Subdivision.

Set 1 Kenilworth Corridor Adjustments Considered in the First-Step Evaluation

Concurrent with the potential freight rail relocation adjustment process, the project team reviewed
comments submitted on the Draft EIS and advanced design activities to identify adjustments that would
allow freight rail to continue operations in the Kenilworth Corridor.

As described in the Draft EIS, under LRT 3A-1, TC&W trains would not have been rerouted from the
Kenilworth Corridor to the MN&S Spur and Wayzata Subdivision. Instead, the proposed double-tracked light
rail alignment would be located adjacent to the existing Bass Lake Spur until entering the Kenilworth
Corridor, where the light rail alignment would run parallel to the current single freight rail track and the
Kenilworth Trail. Based on the conceptual design at the time, the Draft EIS analysis reflected a 94-foot cross
section for LRT 3A-1 in the Kenilworth Corridor. Because of the limited width of the existing HCRRA-owned
Kenilworth Corridor right-of-way at several locations, LRT 3A-1 would have resulted in the acquisition of
approximately 55 residential and two commercial properties. Responding to a wide variety of comments on
the Draft EIS, the project team developed and evaluated a range of design adjustments to the LRT 3A-1 that
would allow for freight rail service to be retained within the Kenilworth Corridor along with the proposed
light rail alignment and related improvements.

The project team developed and evaluated five potential design adjustments in addition to advancing the
conceptual design of LRT3A-1 from the Draft EIS that would have placed the freight rail, light rail, and trail
alignments at-grade throughout the Kenilworth Corridor.3 The six potential design adjustments developed
and evaluated for the Kenilworth Corridor, that would retain freight rail within the corridor, are briefly
described below, and are illustrated on Exhibits F-11 and F-14 of the Supplemental Draft EIS:

o All Modes at-Grade. As previously noted, the conceptual design of LRT 3A-1 in the Draft EIS would have
placed the existing freight rail and Kenilworth Trail alignments and the proposed light rail alignment
at-grade within the Kenilworth Corridor. The cross section of this design was adjusted based on
additional information from the railroad operator4 and on consideration of the potential acquisition of
BNSF-owned right-of-way located immediately west of the Kenilworth Corridor. The adjusted typical
cross section for this placing all modes at-grade within the Kenilworth Corridor would require 81 feet of
right-of-way and would have required full acquisition of approximately 26 residential properties.

o Relocate the Kenilworth Trail out of the Kenilworth Corridor. This potential adjustment would
generally require a typical cross-section width of approximately 61 feet for the existing freight and
proposed light rail alignments. In summary, this design adjustment would avoid full residential property
acquisitions but would likely require some partial property acquisitions and the construction of a new
trail route from Inglewood Avenue South to Cedar Lake Parkway, including at-grade crossing or trail
overpass structures over Highway 25 and France Avenue.

e Elevate the Kenilworth Trail. This potential adjustment generally requires a typical cross-section
width of approximately 61 feet. The trail structure would be south of and parallel to the existing right-of-
way north of West Lake Street and south of Burnham Road. At these locations, the trail would be elevated
on retained fill, transitioning to bridge structure across the freight rail and light rail alignments. The trail

3 A single-track light rail alignment within the most constrained sections of the Kenilworth Corridor was considered and
dismissed due to unacceptable constraints that it would place on operating light rail service in the Southwest and Central
corridors.

4 These adjustments were unable to achieve a 25-foot clearance envelope between the centerline of the freight track and the
right-of-way line. TC&W reviewed their existing operating clearance envelope within the Kenilworth Corridor, which is a
minimum of 12 feet. TC&W has indicated that the existing operating clearance is acceptable.
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would be elevated approximately 30 feet above-grade, with a 20-foot-wide trail surface supported by
eight-foot-wide piers. This option would not require any full residential property acquisitions, but it
would require the construction of an elevated trail structure, including an ADA-accessible connection to
Cedar Lake Parkway.

o Elevate the Light Rail Alignment. This potential adjustment would require a typical cross section of
approximately 59 feet. The proposed light rail structure would be approximately 3,000 feet long with
10-foot-wide bridge piers. Generally, the light rail structure would be located between the Midtown
Greenway and Burnham Road and would be approximately 35 feet high. This design adjustment would
not result in any full residential property acquisitions.

o Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon. This potential adjustment would result in a typical
cross section of approximately 62 feet for the at-grade freight rail and trail alignments where the double-
tracked light rail alignment would be within the two tunnels. The two light rail tunnels would generally
be within the Kenilworth Corridor (with some relatively minor exceptions). In general, the tunnels would
be located under the reconstructed Kenilworth Trail (Exhibit F-14 illustrates a typical cross section),
with depth of cover ranging from 6 feet to 8 feet. Exhibit F-15 A/B illustrates the general construction
sequence that would be used to construct the LRT tunnels using a cut-and-cover construction technique.
The south light rail tunnel would extend approximately 2,200 feet from just north of West Lake Street to
approximately 400 feet south of the Kenilworth Lagoon, which is a constructed channel connecting Lake
of the Isles to Cedar Lake. The light rail alignment would rise back to grade to cross the lagoon on a new
bridge with approximately the same vertical clearance over the lagoon as is provided today under the
existing freight rail and Bicycle and pedestrian trail bridges. After crossing the lagoon, the light rail
alignment would descend and enter the north tunnel approximately 600 feet north of the lagoon.

The north light rail tunnel would extend for approximately 2,500 feet, rising back to the surface
approximately 1,000 feet north of 21st Street. Due to the relatively high cost of a tunnel station
construction and the relatively low ridership projected at the proposed 21st Street Station, the design
refinement eliminated the station. Each end of the two tunnels would include portal areas that would
span approximately 300 to 500 feet, which would provide for the transition between the at-grade and
tunnel alignments. Fencing and other facilities would protect the tunnel portals from unauthorized entry.
This design adjustment would not result in any full residential property acquisitions.

e Deep Bore LRT Tunnels. Under this potential design adjustment, a portion of the proposed light rail
alignment in the Kenilworth Corridor would be in two parallel tunnels that would be approximately
30 to 50 feet deep. The two parallel tunnels would be constructed using boring machines and each tunnel
would be approximately 5,900 feet long. The tunnels’ south portal would be north of West Lake Street
and the north portal would be approximately 1,000 feet north of 21st Street. Each of the two light rail
tunnels would be approximately 20 feet in diameter, with the depth of cover ranging from 30 feet at the
West Lake Station to approximately 50 feet where the tunnels would cross under the Kenilworth Lagoon
(30 feet from the Kenilworth Lagoon water surface elevation). This potential design adjustment would
require a typical cross section in the Kenilworth Corridor of 59 feet to accommodate the at-grade freight
rail and trail alignments where the light rail alighment would be within the two parallel tunnels. The
deep bore tunnel would also require an underground station at West Lake Street,5 as well as
reconstruction of the existing West Lake Street bridge over the Kenilworth Corridor and the approaches
to the bridge (generally between Market Plaza and Drew Avenue South).6 Due to the relatively high cost

5 Under the Deep Bore LRT Tunnels adjustment, an at-grade station at West Lake Street would require the tunnel portal to be
located north of the West Lake Street bridge, which would result in the acquisition and displacement of residential properties
in this area.

6 Due to various constraints (such as existing development on either side of the roadway and the conflict of existing bridge
piers in relationship to the proposed tunnel), West Lake Street, generally between Market Plaza and Chowen Avenue South,
would be closed to through traffic for approximately 12 to 18 months to allow for demolition of the existing bridge and
approaches and for construction of the new bridge and approaches.
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EXHIBIT F-14
Kenilworth Corridor Adjustments Considered
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EXHIBIT F-15A
Shallow LRT Tunnel Typical Construction Sequence
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EXHIBIT F-15B
Shallow LRT Tunnel Typical Construction Sequence
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of a tunnel station construction and the relatively low ridership projected at the proposed 21st Street
Station, this design refinement would eliminate the 21st Street Station. This potential design adjustment
would not require any full residential property acquisitions.

Conclusion of the First-Step Evaluation

During the first step of evaluation, the Council held public open houses during July 2013 to present the
design adjustments developed to date and to receive comments on those potential adjustments. Primary
concerns raised through that process included noise, visual effects on adjacent residences, and narrower
distances between residential properties and proposed rail or light rail tracks. The design adjustments
developed during the first-step evaluation were also reviewed by the CAC and BAC and were presented to
the St. Louis Park and Minneapolis city councils and to the St. Louis Park School Board.

Based on the evaluation measures prepared for the first-step evaluation, provided in Tables F.5-2 and F.5-3,
the public and agency comments received and the committee recommendations made, the range of potential
freight rail relocation and Kenilworth Corridor adjustments were narrowed to the following for further
study in the second-step evaluation:

o Freight Rail Relocation with Brunswick Central Alignment Adjustment
o Kenilworth Corridor Shallow LRT Tunnels
e Kenilworth Corridor Deep Bore LRT Tunnel

B. Second-Step Evaluation

Relatively minor changes were made to the potential design adjustments in the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis
Segment during the second-step evaluation. For example, additional design detail was added or modified, in
response to questions or requests from jurisdictions, to meet a specific design requirement or to avoid or
minimize an identified adverse environmental impact. Additional elements were included in the designs,
such as additional pedestrian access points under the Brunswick Central adjustment, and minor
modifications to the location of crash walls between the proposed freight rail and light rail alignments and
fencing details at the tunnel portals were added to the tunnel alignments.

The Council used the criteria and the measures reported in Table F.5-5 to evaluate the three potential freight
rail-related design adjustments to the LPA. Based on the evaluation measures prepared for the second-step
evaluation, the Deep Bore LRT Tunnel adjustment was dropped from the third-step evaluation, as
recommended by the CMC. In summary, the Deep Bore LRT Tunnel adjustment was dismissed from further
study based upon the following:

e Highest capital costs, which would likely be economically infeasible at the regional level

e Demolition and reconstruction of the existing West Lake Street bridge over the Kenilworth Corridor and
approach spans to the bridge, generally between Market Plaza and Chowen Avenue South, which would
require the closure of West Lake Street bridge and approach spans to the bridge for approximately 12 to
18 months, resulting in rerouting of approximately 26,500 vehicle trips per average weekday

o Walk access time to and from West Lake Station, which would be the highest ridership station, would
increase by approximately one minute due to additional time to access below ground station, resulting in
reduced transit ridership at that station

¢ Increased operating and maintenance costs associated with an underground West Lake Station

e Longer and deeper transition areas with retaining walls between the proposed at-grade light rail
alignment and the two tunnel portals, which would lead to additional adverse impacts to visual quality
and aesthetics in the Kenilworth Corridor

e Large construction staging areas and access pits at the two tunnel portals, which would generate noise
and dust from construction equipment and trucks delivering supplies and removing spoils from the
tunnel, and additional short-term adverse impacts to visual quality and aesthetics in the Kenilworth
Corridor
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e Reconstruction of the existing freight rail and light rail bridges across the Kenilworth Lagoon and the
adverse effects of those construction activities would not be avoided

e Potential risk of settlement to existing buildings and other structures immediately adjacent to the deep
bore tunnels

C. Third-Step Evaluation

The third step of evaluation involved the detailed comparison of the Freight Rail Relocation Brunswick
Central and the Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon adjustments. Based on a recommendation
adopted by the CMC in October 2013, the analysis concluded that the Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over
Kenilworth Lagoon adjustments would provide the best balance of costs, benefits, and environmental
impacts, compared to the Freight Rail Relocation Brunswick Central adjustments. In summary, the advantage
of the Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon adjustment is that it would avoid the various adverse
impacts associated with the Freight Rail Relocation Brunswick Central design, including: additional capital
costs; the full acquisition of approximately 32 residential, commercial, and institutional parcels; the use of
the Park Spanish Immersion School playground; increased wetland impacts, and the adverse visual,
neighborhood, and community cohesion impacts resulting from the construction of elevated freight rail track
alignment and structures associated with the modified freight rail alignment in the vicinity of St. Louis Park
High School. By comparison, the Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon adjustment would not
result in the full acquisition of any residential, commercial, or institutional properties or displacement of
residences or commercial/institutional buildings, or uses. The third-step evaluation measures are
summarized in Table F.5-6. As a result of the third-step evaluation, the Freight Rail Relocation Brunswick
Central design adjustment was dismissed from further study and the Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over
Kenilworth Lagoon adjustment was advanced into the fourth-step evaluation (see Exhibit F-16).

D. Fourth-Step Evaluation

The fourth step of evaluation was initiated in October 2013 and involved three primary components:

(1) preparation of the independently-prepared SWLRT Engineering Evaluation of Freight Rail Relocation
Alternatives (TranSystems, 2014),” which identified the MN&S North design adjustment for further
evaluation; (2) the development and evaluation of variations of the Shallow Cut-and-Cover Tunnels design
adjustment; and (3) additional design adjustments reflected in a memorandum of understanding between
the Council and the City of Minneapolis (see Appendix D, Sources and References Cited, for instructions on
how to access the executed memorandum). Following is a description of the design concepts considered in
the fourth-step evaluation and a summary of how they were evaluated by the Council.

Independent Engineering Evaluation of Freight Rail Relocation

The first component of the fourth step of evaluation was the independent study commissioned by the Council
to provide an analysis of previously studied freight rail relocation designs that would provide for the
rerouting of TC&W freight rail trains out of the Kenilworth Corridor and identification of any potential new
design adjustments or concepts.8 In particular, the study, which was performed by TranSystems, consisted of
an analysis of the technical, safety, and operational considerations of eight options that would allow for the
rerouting of TC&W freight trains that were developed in prior freight rail studies and two additional
concepts developed by the Southwest LRT Project Office (SPO) during the first step of the four-step
evaluation process. The scope of the analysis generally covered the following: identification of operational
cost drivers; identification of community and other impacts; and assessment of possible operational
adjustments.

7 The report was funded by the Council and the Council submitted comments on the draft report during its public comment
period. However, the report was independently prepared by TranSystems and the Council did not have editorial control over
the report. See Appendix D for details on how to access the final report.

8 The Council also commissioned an independent review of the project’s prior groundwater studies in the Kenilworth Corridor
related to the Shallow LRT Tunnels adjustments, documented in the Southwest Light Rail Transit: Kenilworth Shallow LRT
Tunnels Water Resources Evaluation (Burns & McDonnell, 2014). See Appendix D for a link to the final report.
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The TranSystems analysis and report evaluated the following options for relocation of freight rail from the
Kenilworth Corridor:

Far Western Minnesota Connection - Appleton to Benson (Exhibit F-17)
Western Minnesota Connection - Granite Falls to Willmar (Exhibit F-18)
Chaska Cutoff (Exhibit F-19)

Highway 169 Alignment to Burlington Northern Santa Fe (Exhibit F-20)
Midtown Corridor (Exhibit F-21)

United Transportation Route (Exhibit F-22)

MN&S South Connection with Union Pacific (Exhibit F-23)

MN&S North (Source: TranSystem’s Concept) (Exhibit F-24)

The draft SWLRT Engineering Evaluation of Freight Rail Relocation Alternatives was issued by independently
by TranSystems on January 30, 2014, which initiated a public comment period on the draft report. The public
comment period extended through March 12, 2014 and it included town hall meetings on February 10

and 12, 2014.

Exhibits F-22 and F-23 from TranSystem’s independent SWLRT Engineering Evaluation of Freight Rail and
Relocation Alternatives report illustrate TranSystem'’s evaluation of the freight rail relocation designs. As
represented in the exhibits, TranSystems conducted their evaluation within a two-tiered process. In
summary, TranSystem’s independent SWLRT Engineering Evaluation of Freight Rail and Relocation
Alternatives report made the following recommendations:

1. The study finds that five of the freight rail relocation options evaluated are “fatally flawed” for a variety
of reasons, primarily related to an assessment showing that the affected freight rail operators would not
find them acceptable due to economic, operations, or safety concerns. As such, the report does not
recommend any additional study of those five options:

Far Western Minnesota Connection - Appleton to Benson (Exhibit F-17)
Western Minnesota Connection - Granite Falls to Willmar (Exhibit F-18)
Chaska Cutoff (Exhibit F-19)

Highway 169 Alignment to Burlington Northern Santa Fe (Exhibit F-20)
MN&S South Connection with Union Pacific (Exhibit F-23)

2. In addition, the independent report does not recommend further study of three other freight rail options
that it evaluated, primarily due to significant impediments to their implementation. The final report finds
that, while the Brunswick Central alignment was acceptable to the affected freight rail operator from an
operational, economic, and safety perspective, it was dismissed from further study (in step three of the
evaluation) due to its wide range of adverse impacts. The final report also finds that an option termed the
MN&S South, which would connect the Bass Lake Spur south to the MN&S Spur, might be able to be
designed to meet engineering standards, but that it “would face severe obstacles with respect to property
acquisition and permitting...” (TranSystems, 2014; page 34). Finally, due to several identified
implementation challenges, the report does not recommend further study of the Midtown Corridor. The
identified challenges include: likely “significant” capital costs; the corridor is listed on the National
Register of Historic Places and two bridges on the alignment are on park land; and it may “complicate or
thwart plans for a streetcar in the corridor.” (TranSystems, 2014; page 19)

3. TranSystems independent report concluded that a range of designs included within what it termed the
Kenilworth Corridor - Co-Location (including the Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon
adjustment) constituted a “viable route,” warranting further development and study.®

° The independent TranSystems final report also concluded that “above-ground options [in the Kenilworth Corridor] present
an insurmountable engineering challenge.” Further, the final report “defers to [others] to offer conclusions regarding the
engineering for the shallow tunnel option.” (SWLRT Engineering Evaluation of Freight Rail and Relocation Alternatives —
TranSystems; March 2014; page 24).
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4. The independent study by TranSystems also resulted in the identification of an additional freight rail

relocation alignment in the vicinity of St. Louis Park High School that could potentially accommodate the
relocation of freight rail from the Kenilworth Corridor to the MN&S Spur and the Wayzata Subdivision.
The report recommends that this design adjustment receive further consideration by the Council. This
freight rail modification design adjustment, which has many similarities to other options previously
developed and considered by the Council, was termed the MN&S North design adjustment

(see Exhibit F-24).

Following is a description of the MN&S North design adjustment:10

MN&S North. The MN&S North freight rail relocation adjustment was developed to avoid or minimize
the adverse impacts of the elevated and straightened freight rail alignment between Highway 7 and

34th Street and the adverse impacts to commercial, residential, and public properties associated with the
Brunswick Central design adjustments. The MN&S North design adjustment would maintain the existing
MN&S rail tracks south of Highway 7, including the current freight rail bridge over the Bass Lake Spur to
a connection with the existing freight rail alignment between Library Lane and Dakota Avenue. Under the
MN&S North design, the potential freight rail connection between the Bass Lake Spur and the MN&S Spur
would begin with an elevated grade on bridge structure on the Bass Lake Spur west of Louisiana Avenue,
with the freight rail alignment continuing east on bridge structure over the west corner of the Xcel
Substation and across Highway 7, matching existing grades at Library Lane and connecting to the
existing MN&S alignment between Library Lane and Dakota Avenue. Approximately 800 feet of tangent
(i.e., straight) track would be provided between two reversing curves located between the Bass Lake
Spur and the existing MN&S. This design adjustment would require full or partial acquisition of
approximately 20 residential, business, or public properties and a new structure over Louisiana Avenue
and Highway 7. Both Highway 7 and the south frontage road would be lowered to provide the required
vertical bridge clearances under the freight rail bridge. This design adjustment would result in
undetermined impacts to the Xcel Substation property and facilities. Under this design adjustment,
existing at-grade freight rail street crossings would be closed at Walker Street, West Lake Street,

28th Street, and 29th Street. Existing at-grade freight rail crossings at Library Lane and Dakota Avenue
would be maintained and a new freight rail bridge would be constructed over 27th Street, with

27th Street becoming a through street. In general, the modified freight rail alignment would connect to
the existing MN&S Spur alignment between Library Lane and Dakota Avenue, with relatively minor
modifications to the existing freight rail tracks to the north. Those modifications would be made to adjust
the profile of the existing freight rail tracks to flatten grades south and north of the existing Minnetonka
Boulevard freight rail bridge. Underpasses and overpasses across the freight rail alignment would
provide vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian access at locations where the freight alignment would be
elevated (which would entail the construction of retaining walls to support fill where tracks would be
raised above existing grade). Finally, there would be a restored freight rail connection constructed
between the MN&S Spur and the Wayzata Subdivision.

10 The Conclusion at the end of this section and in Table F.5-7 summarizes the Council’s evaluation of the MN&S North design
adjustment.
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EXHIBIT F-16
Shallow LRT Tunnels — Over Kenilworth Lagoon Design Adjustments St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment
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EXHIBIT F-17
Far Western Minnesota Connection — Appleton to Benson
Source: TranSystems; February 2014,
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EXHIBIT F-18
Western Minnesota Connection — Granite Falls to Willmar
Source: TranSystems; February 2014,
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EXHIBIT F-19
Chaska Cutoff
Source: TranSystems; February 2014,
. Laks !
Marsh 84
. E
CREEKRD . %3} f _
; 23 " g
|
t’“ ~ __'E'——_—__'—::i.f_!—__; Proposed Roul::;rﬁ i
_ z -
! L i
o
e N P N 2
. 7 Z
y ‘ % C
‘ | - ' |
| /| !
@ g_;; éfé’ )
7 j & Omowd
1 ! gl @ { Lake

Development and Evaluation of Design Adjustments Since Publication of the Draft EIS

F-62
May 2016



SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION)

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

EXHIBIT F-20

Highway 169 Alignment to Burlington Northern Santa Fe
Source: TranSystems; Fe
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EXHIBIT F-21
Midtown Corridor
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EXHIBIT F-22
United Transportation Union Route
Source: TranSystems; February 2014,
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EXHIBIT F-23

MN&S South Connection with Union Pacific

Source: TranSystems; February 2014,
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EXHIBIT F-24
MN&S North
Source: TranSystems; February 2014,
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EXHIBIT F-25
TranSystems Tier 1 Screening Summary
Source: SWLRT Engineering Evaluation of Freight Rail and Relocation Alternatives — TranSystems; March 2014.
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EXHIBIT F-26

TranSystems Tier Il Screening Summary
Source: SWLRT Engineering Evaluation of Freight Rail and Relocation Alternatives — TranSystems; March 2014,
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EXHIBIT F-27
MN&S North Freight Rail Relocation Adjustments
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Preparation of the independent report and the development and evaluation of the MN&S North design
adjustment utilized an extensive public involvement process that included:!!

e Availability of the documents online
e Town hall meetings on January 7 and 9, 2014
e Public review and comment period for the draft report that spanned from January 30 to March 12, 2014;
e Studies discussed and reviewed by:
— BAC (at February 26, 2014 meeting)
— CAC (at February 27 and March 27, 2014 meetings)
— CMC (at February 5 and 20; March 12 and 26. 2014 meetings)

e Town hall meetings on February 10 and 12, 2014, to present the findings within, discuss and take
comment on the draft independent reports (see Appendix D for instructions on how to view a copy of the
presentation made by the preparers of the draft independent reports)

e Project-sponsored meeting as a part of the issue resolution process described in Section 2.0 of this
appendix, which included participation by representatives from affected freight railroads

o Release of the final report on March 21, 2014, which addressed comments received on the draft report.

Shallow LRT Tunnels — Over Kenilworth Lagoon — Variations

At the request of the Minneapolis Parks and Recreation Board (MPRB) in February 2014, the Council
developed and evaluated two variations of the Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon design
adjustment as a part of the fourth step of evaluation in the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment. As
previously described in this section, the Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon design adjustment
would have the light rail alignment cross over the Kenilworth Lagoon on a new bridge, located between the
freight rail and trail alignments, connecting the two light rail tunnels. The MPRB asked the Council to develop
and evaluate a variation of the design adjustment that would continue the tunnels under the Kenilworth
Lagoon, thus avoiding some of the project’s long-term impacts to the Kenilworth Lagoon that could result
from the new light rail bridge across the lagoon. In response, the Council developed and evaluated two
additional design adjustments: (1) Long Shallow LRT Tunnel - Under Kenilworth Lagoon; and (2) Short
Shallow LRT Tunnel - Under Kenilworth Lagoon. Under these two design adjustments, construction of the
tunnel under the Kenilworth lagoon would be achieved through utilization of the cut-and-cover technique.1?
These designs and their evaluation were presented to MPRB staff and consultants at meetings and through
correspondence following their development. Following are descriptions of those two design adjustments:

"This public review and comment process was also used for the Kenilworth Shallow LRT Tunnels Water Resources Evaluation
(Burns & McDonnell; March 2014).

2|n addition, project staff developed two variations of the Short and Long Shallow LRT Tunnel — Under Kenilworth Lagoon
design adjustments to determine if the northern and southern cut-and-cover LRT tunnel segments could be connected under
the Kenilworth Lagoon via a bored tunnel segment, rather than via a cut-and-cover constructed tunnel segment. In effect,
these variations would be a combination of two cut-and-cover-constructed tunnel segments connected with a bored-
constructed tunnel segment under the Kenilworth Lagoon. In effect, these variations would be a variation of the Kenilworth
Deep Bore LRT Tunnel option, with longer cut-and-cover tunnel segments connected to a shorter bored tunnel under the
Kenilworth Lagoon. These two combination variations were dismissed from further study due to: 1) complex construction
considerations inherent in bored tunnel construction techniques located within a constrained physical environment; 2)
additional schedule delays related to bored tunnel construction techniques located within a constrained physical
environment; 3) substantially higher capital costs relative to other design adjustments under consideration; 4) potential
additional property acquisitions that could be required to accommodate a southern bored-tunnel staging area and temporary
freight rail alignments in the vicinity of the construction area; and 5) reconstruction of the existing freight rail and trail bridges
across the lagoon and the related long-term and short-term (construction related) adverse impacts would not be avoided.
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o Short Shallow LRT Tunnel - Under Kenilworth Lagoon. This potential design adjustment would result
in a typical cross section of approximately 62 feet for the at-grade freight rail and trail alignments where
the double-tracked light rail alignment would be within one tunnel. The light rail tunnel would generally
be within the Kenilworth Corridor, with some relatively minor exceptions (see Exhibit F-29). Except at
the two tunnel portals and in the vicinity of the Kenilworth Lagoon, the light rail tunnel would be under
the reconstructed Kenilworth Trail with about 6 feet to 8 feet of cover above the tunnel measured from
existing ground elevation (similar to the Shallow LRT Cut-and-Cover Tunnels adjustment illustrated on
Exhibit F-16). The light rail tunnel would extend approximately 3,100 feet from just north of West Lake
Street to approximately 400 feet north of the Kenilworth Lagoon. Beneath the lagoon, the tunnel would
descend to a depth of cover of approximately 25 feet where the tunnels would cross under the
Kenilworth Lagoon (approximately 10 feet from the Kenilworth Lagoon water surface elevation)(in part,
the additional depth of the tunnel would be needed to resist long-term buoyancy forces). A portal area at
each end of the tunnel would span approximately 300 feet, which would provide for the transition
between the at-grade and tunnel alignment. Fencing and other facilities would protect the tunnel portals
from unauthorized entry. This design adjustment would not result in any full residential property
acquisitions and the proposed 21st Street Station would be retained at-grade.

¢ Long Shallow LRT Tunnel - Under Kenilworth Lagoon. This potential design adjustment would result
in a typical cross section of approximately 62 feet for the at-grade freight rail and trail alignments where
the double-tracked light rail alignment would be within one tunnel. The light rail tunnel would generally
be within the Kenilworth Corridor, with some relatively minor exceptions (see Exhibit F-29). Except at
the two tunnel portals and in the vicinity of the Kenilworth Lagoon, the light rail tunnel would be under
the reconstructed Kenilworth Trail with about 6 feet to 8 feet of cover above the tunnel measured from
existing ground elevation (similar to the Shallow LRT Cut-and-Cover Tunnels adjustment illustrated on
Exhibit F-16). The light rail tunnel would extend approximately 5,800 feet between just north of West
Lake Street and approximately 1,000 feet north of 21st Street. Beneath the lagoon, the tunnel would
descend to a depth of cover of approximately 25 feet where the tunnels would cross under the
Kenilworth Lagoon (approximately 10 feet from the Kenilworth Lagoon water surface elevation)(in part,
the additional depth of the tunnel would be needed to resist long-term buoyancy forces). A portal area at
each end of the tunnel would span approximately 300 feet, which would provide for the transition
between the at-grade and tunnel alignment. Fencing and other facilities would protect the tunnel portals
from unauthorized entry. This design adjustment would not result in any full residential property
acquisitions.

Exhibits F-30A/B illustrate the general sequence of steps that would be required to construct a light rail
tunnel under the Kenilworth Lagoon using the cut-and-cover technique.

Identified Design Adjustments — April 2014

Based on the analysis prepared, committee recommendations, and public comments received during the
four-step process described in this section, the Council identified in April 2014 the design adjustments to be
incorporated into the LPA: the Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon (see Exhibit F-16). In doing
so, the MN&S North, the Short Shallow LRT Tunnel - Under Kenilworth Lagoon and the Long Shallow LRT
Tunnel - Under Kenilworth Lagoon design adjustments were dismissed from further study (see Tables F.5-2,
F.5-7, and F.5-8). The Council found that, relative to the other options considered, the Shallow LRT Tunnels -
Over Kenilworth Lagoon adjustment would provide the best balance of costs, benefits, and environmental
impacts, and in doing so found that it would best meet the project’s Purpose and Need (see Chapter 1 of the
Supplemental Draft EIS).

Following is a description of the benefits of the Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon design
adjustment, compared to the other design adjustments developed and evaluated in the step four evaluation.

o Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon and MN&S North Adjustments. Table F.5-7
provides a summary of the evaluation measures considered by the Council as it compared the Shallow
LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon adjustment to the MN&S North adjustments. First, the MN&S
North adjustments were opposed by the affected freight rail operator (TC&W), primarily based on safety
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EXHIBIT F-28

Short Shallow Cut-and-Cover Tunnel — Under Kenilworth Lagoon
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EXHIBIT F-29
Long Shallow Cut-and-Cover Tunnel — Under Kenilworth Lagoon
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EXHIBIT F-30A

Construction Seguence for the Short/Long Shallow LRT Tunnel — Under Kenilworth Lagoon (at the Kenilworth Lagoon, looking northeast)
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EXHIBIT F-30B
Construction Sequence for the Short/Long Shallow LRT Tunnel — Under Kenilworth Lagoon (at the Kenilworth Lagoon, looking northeast)
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and operational concerns, including three reversing horizontal curves in the proposed freight rail
alignment that would be especially problematic (the operator did not express similar concerns about the
freight rail alignment that is part of the Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon adjustment). In
addition, the advantage of the Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon, relative to the MN&S
North adjustment, is that it would avoid: the potential displacement of approximately six residences and
seven businesses and the acquisition of some St. Louis Park High School property; additional cost
increases due to project delay of approximately $45 to $50 million; closure of local streets; and extension
of the project’s construction schedule by up to two years.!3

e Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon; Short Shallow LRT Tunnel - Under Kenilworth
Lagoon; and Long Shallow LRT Tunnel - Under Kenilworth Lagoon Adjustments. Table F.5-8
provides a summary of the evaluation measures considered by the Council as it compared the Shallow
LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon adjustment to the two variations that would tunnel under the
lagoon. In summary, the advantage of the Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon adjustment,
relative to the Short Shallow LRT Tunnel - Under Kenilworth Lagoon and the Long Shallow LRT Tunnel -
Under Kenilworth Lagoon adjustments, is that it would: avoid closure of recreational traffic on the
Kenilworth Lagoon for approximately one additional year; reduce short-term impacts to the Kenilworth
Lagoon during construction, including the disruption of existing habitat within and adjacent to the
Lagoon and closure of fish passage between Lake of the Isles and Cedar Lake during construction of the
tunnel under the Lagoon; reduce long-term impacts to the Kenilworth Lagoon due to its reconstruction;
avoid additional construction costs of $30 to $85 million and additional costs due to project delay of $45
to $90 million; and avoid extension of the project’s construction schedule by up to one year.

Additional Design Adjustments — July 2014

In July 2014, the Council and the City of Minneapolis proposed a set of additional adjustments to the design
of the Shallow LRT Tunnels - Over Kenilworth Lagoon option. The proposed additional design adjustments
were outlined in a memorandum of understanding between the Council and the City. (See Appendix D,
Sources and References Cited, for instructions on how to access the subsequently executed memorandum).
In summary, the proposed additional design adjustments were intended to: (1) reduce project capital costs
by eliminating the northern of the two proposed light rail tunnels in the Kenilworth Corridor (including the
re-establishment of the proposed at-grade light rail station at West 21st Street) and (2) incorporate into the
project a variety of bicycle and pedestrian access improvements associated with proposed light rail stations
in the City of Minneapolis. On July 9, 2014, the CMC voted to recommend the additional design adjustments
and, considering the recommendation from the CMC, the Council voted to approve the additional design
adjustments proposed in the memorandum between the Council and the City of Minneapolis.

The LPA, as evaluated in the Supplemental Draft EIS, reflects the inclusion of the Shallow LRT Tunnel - Over
Kenilworth Lagoon and the other light rail-related improvements described in this section as identified by
the Council on April 9, 2014, and amended on July 9, 2014. Other potential light rail-related improvements
and freight rail modifications developed and evaluated in this section were removed from further study.

1.5.2.2 Set 2 Design Adjustments

Following is a summary of the Set 2 Adjustments made to LRT3A. As previously noted, these design
adjustments, which were approved by the Council in April 2014, were developed and evaluated in a process
that paralleled the Set 1 Design Adjustment process. Further, these Set 2 Adjustments and the Set 1
Adjustments have been fully integrated into the revised LPA and they form the basis of the environmental
analysis in the Supplemental Draft EIS for the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment.

13 Approximately one year of the anticipated delay is for the pursuit of an adverse abandonment with the STB for existing
freight rail service on the CP-owned Bass Lake Spur, east of the MN&S Spur, and the HCRRA-owned Kenilworth Corridor. The
outcome and actual duration of this process would remain uncertain until conclusion of the process. Approval by STB could
require TC&W and CP to cease freight rail operations in the Kenilworth Corridor and relocate those operations from the
current location.
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o The Freight Rail and Light Rail “Swap” and “Southerly Connection.” In coordination with the cities
and affected railroad owners, the project developed and evaluated a design adjustment (i.e., the freight
rail and light rail “Swap”) that would place the proposed Blake, Louisiana, and Wooddale stations south
of a portion of the existing CP freight line (under the Draft EIS conceptual design, those stations would
have been located north of the existing CP freight line). The intent of the adjustment is to situate those
proposed light rail stations closer to primary existing activity centers and potential development/
redevelopment sites, which are predominantly south of the existing freight line. The design adjustment
would generally place the proposed light rail alignment and stations within the current freight rail right-
of-way, and the freight rail alighment would be moved approximately 45 feet north onto right-of-way
currently owned by HCRRA (purchased as future light rail right-of-way and where light rail would have
been under the conceptual design of LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 within Draft EIS). In addition, the Cedar Lake
LRT Trail, which is a permitted temporary use within the HCRRA-owned right-of-way north of the
existing freight rail alignment, would be reconstructed further north within that same right-of-way,
staying north of the repositioned freight rail alignment. The design adjustment, illustrated on
Exhibit F-31, would include a grade-separated crossing of the proposed light rail alignment over the
freight rail alignment immediately east of Excelsior Boulevard to permit the freight rail and light rail
alignments to swap locations within the corridor. The adjustment also would require the elimination of
the northern branch of the Skunk Hollow switching wye and its replacement with the “Southerly
Connection” (allowing TC&W trains continued access between the Bass Lake Spur eastbound to the
southbound MN&S Spur and the reverse), also illustrated on Exhibit F-31. The Swap would also require
the modification of the Cedar Lake LRT Trail at several locations, although continuity of and connections
to the trail would be maintained. Further, this would result in the closure of approximately 11,771 feet of
freight rail siding track segments, generally between the Downtown Hopkins Station and east of Beltline
Boulevard. The Council incorporated the Swap design modification into the LPA in April 2014 because
the potential land use and economic development benefits and improved transit access to existing
activity centers outweighed its additional cost and adverse environmental impacts, such as the additional
moderate visual impacts of the new light rail overcrossing of the freight rail alignment in St. Louis Park.

e Adjustment to the Location of Louisiana Station. At the request of the City of St. Louis Park, the
project team developed a range of potential design adjustments that would place the proposed Louisiana
Station further south than it would have been under the conceptual design of LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 in the
Draft EIS, based on the freight and light rail swap previously discussed. The objective of these proposed
design adjustments was to bring the light rail station further south, closer to activity centers North of
Excelsior Boulevard. Two general design adjustments were developed and evaluated. The first would
place the light rail station approximately halfway between the location of the existing freight rail tracks
and Oxford Street. The second would use the north leg of the Skunk Hollow switching wye (to be
abandoned and replaced with the Southerly Connection under the freight and light rail swap) to place the
Louisiana Station approximately 300 feet north of Louisiana Circle. The second potential design
adjustment would also have resulted in abandonment of the south leg of the Skunk Hollow switching wye
and relocation of the Robert B. Hill Company salt facility at the end of the switching wye because it would
no longer have freight rail access. The Council incorporated the first design refinement into the LPA in
April 2014, because of its relatively lower costs and property acquisition needs compared to the second
design refinement and because of the potential development and redevelopment benefits of placing a
light rail station closer to Oxford Street.

¢ Adjustment to the Capacity and Locations of Park-and-Ride Lots. Based on the City of Minneapolis’
comments on the Draft EIS, the project team developed design adjustments that would change the
proposed location and capacities of park-and-ride lots in the area included within the St. Louis Park/
Minneapolis Segment. In particular, the City asked that proposed surface park-and-lots be removed from
the stations within the City of Minneapolis. Concurrently, to help ensure park-and-ride lot capacity to
meet forecast demand in 2030, the project team also developed and evaluated options for increased
capacity at the Beltline Station because of its relatively direct automobile access to and from
Highway 100 (via Highway 7, Highway 25 and West Lake Street). As a result of the proposed design
adjustment, the number of park-and-ride lots in the segment would be reduced from six to two, while the
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park-and-ride capacity would increase from 650 to 809 spaces, relative to the conceptual design of
LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 in the Draft EIS (see Section 2.3.3 of the Draft EIS). The Council incorporated the
design adjustment into the LPA because of the generally improved access between regional highways
and proposed park-and-ride lot locations.

Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Bus Access Improvements at West Lake and Penn Stations. Based on the
City of Minneapolis’ comments on the Draft EIS, the project team developed and evaluated adjustments
to the proposed bicycle, pedestrian, and bus facilities at West Lake and Penn stations. The adjustments
developed include the addition of vertical circulation connecting the West Lake Station and the West
Lake Street bridge and on-street bus transfer facilities on West Lake Street. The adjustments also include
grade-separated bicycle and pedestrian connections and improved kiss-and-ride facility at the Penn
Station. The Council incorporated the design adjustment into the LPA in April and July 2014 due to the
relatively high level of projected ridership at the two stations and the improved access that the
adjustments would provide to walk-on and bus-transfer riders.
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7.0 Evaluation

7.1 Overview

This chapter describes the evaluation process and documents the evaluation results of the
Southwest Transitway Alternatives Analysis (AA). Detailed information on the Southwest
Transitway AA evaluation results are included in Technical Memorandum No. 4, Evaluation Process
and Results.

The purpose of the evaluation was to identify key benefits, costs and impacts of each alternative in
order to identify those alternatives most likely to successfully address the Southwest Transitway
goals of improving mobility, providing a cost-effective/efficient travel option, protecting the
environment, preserving the quality of life, and supporting economic development. After conducting
a thorough evaluation of the alternatives only these alternatives were recommended for further
study.

7.2 Background and Assumptions

To develop the evaluation measures, the Southwest Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
considered the Southwest Transitway goals and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) New
Starts Project Justification Evaluation Criteria.

7.2.1 Southwest Transitway Goals
The goals adopted by the Southwest Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) include the following:

Improve Mobility

Provide a Cost-Effective and Efficient Travel Option
Protect the Environment

Preserve the Quality of Life

Support Economic Development

arwbdPRE

7.2.2 Federal Transit Administration New Starts Evaluation Criteria

The FTA rates projects requesting Section 5309 New Starts funding in the areas of project
justification and local financial commitment. These ratings are then combined into an overall project
rating. Figure 7.1 graphically depicts the FTA New Starts Evaluation Process.

The FTA New Starts project evaluation is an on-going process. FTA evaluation and rating occurs
annually in support of budget recommendations presented in the Annual Report on New Starts and
when a project sponsor requests FTA approval to advance their proposed New Starts project into
Preliminary Engineering and Final Design. Consequently, as proposed New Starts projects proceed
through the project development process, information concerning costs, benefits and impacts are
updated as the project becomes more refined and the ratings are updated to reflect this new
information.

7.2.3 Project Justification Rating

The FTA requires that proposed New Starts projects be justified based upon their performance in
the areas of mobility improvement, environmental benefits, operating efficiencies, cost-effectiveness
and land use. These five criteria comprise the New Starts Project Justification Criteria, which are
outlined in more detail in Table 7.1.
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Figure 7.1 FTA New Starts Evaluation Process

The FTA New Starts Evaluation and Rating Framework
Summary Rating
| |
Project Justification Financial Ratin
Rating g
Other t
Factors
[ | | | [ |
hdobility E rrviron menital Operating Cost Land Mon-Section Capital Operzting
Improvements Benefitz Efficiencies | [Effectivernsss L=e 5303 Shanz Fimanoes Fimnanoes
e —
Lizer Lows Incame Capital
Benefits Househalds Cost
Employment g‘z‘:
Us=er
Benefitz
Minirmum FProject Development R eguirerments:
Metropolitan Planning and Project Managermernt HEFP& Other
Fragramming Requirements Technical Capability Approwal s Considerations

Source: Annual Report on New Starts, Proposed Allocation of Funds for Fiscal Year 2007, Report of the Secretary of
Transportation to the United States Congress, Pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 5309(k), Appendix B: FY 2007 Evaluation and
Rating Process, page B-6.

Table 7.1 New Starts Project Justification Criteria and Supporting Measures and Categories

Criterion Measures/Categories
Cost Effectiveness e Incremental Cost per Hour of Transportation System User
Benefit
Transit-Supportive Land Use and e Existing Land Use
Future Patterns e Transit-Supportive Plans and Policies

e Performance and Impacts of Policies

Mobility Improvements ¢ Normalized Travel Time Savings (Transportation System
User Benefit per Project Passenger Mile)

e Low-Income Households Served
e Employment Near Stations

Operating Efficiencies e System Operating Cost per Passenger Mile

Environmental Benefits e Change in Regional Pollutant Emissions
e Change in Regional Energy Consumption
e EPA Air Quality Designation

Source: Annual Report on New Starts, Proposed Allocation of Funds for Fiscal Year 2007, Report of the Secretary of
Transportation to the United States Congress, Pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 5309(k)(1), Appendix B: FY 2007 Evaluation and
Rating Process, page B-8.
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7.2.4 Local Financial Commitment Rating

In addition to meeting the project justification criteria, the FTA requires that proposed New Starts
projects be supported by an acceptable degree of local financial commitment, including evidence of
stable and dependable financing sources to construct, maintain and operate the transit system.

The FY 2007 Local Financial Commitment evaluation measures were:

o The proposed share of total project costs from sources other than the Section 5309 New
Starts program, including Federal formula and flexible funds, the local match required by
Federal law, and any additional capital funding;

The strength of the proposed capital financing plan; and

e The ability of the sponsoring agency to fund operation and maintenance of the entire system

as planned once the guideway project is built.

7.3  Southwest Transitway Evaluation Process

After reviewing the FTA New Starts Criteria and considering the Southwest Transitway goals, the
Southwest TAC developed and the Southwest PAC approved a set of evaluation measures. These
evaluation measures attempt to incorporate the FTA New Starts Project Justification Criteria while
at the same time addressing the adopted Southwest Transitway goals. For the most part the FTA
New Starts Project Justification Criteria are included in the Southwest Transitway evaluation
measures. However, the New Starts Local Financial Commitment Criteria were not included in the
Southwest Transitway AA evaluation measures because the Southwest TAC and PAC considered it
premature to focus on financing until it was known if a viable project existed.

Future project entry into the later Preliminary Engineering phase will require FTA approval based on
the FTA’s assessment of the material produced in the AA and the agency’s project ratings. The
complete Federal evaluation process for the Southwest Transitway will occur during a future phase
of project development; however, as discussed above, many of the local evaluation measures
mirror the current FTA evaluation measures, and thus give some early indication as to how the
Southwest Transitway may be rated by FTA once a locally preferred alternative is submitted to FTA.

For purposes of evaluating the alternatives, the Southwest Transitway PAC prioritized the goals into
two tiers. Tier One goals are those that must be achieved in order for a viable project to exist. Tier
Two goals are those that should be achieved assuming a viable project exists. Tier One goals are
(1) Improve Mobility and (2) Provide a Cost-Effective, Efficient Travel Option. Tier Two goals are
(3) Protect the Environment, (4) Preserve the Quality of Life in the Study Area and the Region, and
(5) Support Economic Development.

Both quantitative and qualitative data for the alternatives was developed for all transitway
alternatives. The raw data was translated into ratings indicating how well each alternative
addressed the Southwest Transitway goals and evaluation measures. The following ratings were
used:

e Alternative strongly supports goal

e Alternative supports goal

¢ Alternative does not support goal

Tables 7.2 through 7.6 identify the ratings for each alternative with respect to the five goals. Tables
containing the raw data for each of the evaluation measures can be found in Technical
Memorandum No. 4, Evaluation Process and Results.

7.4  Southwest Transitway Evaluation Measures
The evaluation measures for each goal are listed below.
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Goal 1: Improve Mobility

Project Ridership (2030)

New Transit Riders (2030)

Travel Time Savings (2030)
Transportation Capacity

Travel Time Competitiveness

System Integration

Transit Dependent Populations Served
Jobs and Population Served

Goal 2: Provide a Cost-Effective and Efficient Travel Option

Capital Cost (2015)

Operating Cost (2015)

Preliminary Cost-Effectiveness Index (CEI)
Peer City Comparisons

Potential Impact to Street Network

Goal 3: Protect the Environment

Vehicle Miles of Travel

Emissions

Potentially affected natural environment
Potentially affected residences

Inventory of compact land use at stations

Goal 4: Preserve the Quality of Life

Anticipated impact of vehicle technology on property values

Access to community amenities (libraries, parks, trails)

Access to employment opportunities for low-income households (2030)
Intermodal connections

Integration and documentation of transit-oriented development (TOD)
opportunities/plans in local comprehensive plans

Transit ridership forecast (2030)

Potential for intensification of land use around stations

Consistency with regional growth plans

Impact of park-and-ride lots on existing and planned development at stations
Access to and accommodation of the existing and future trail system

Goal 5: Support Economic Development

TOD potential at station locations

Jobs within 1/2 mile of stations (2030)

Other activity generators (schools, medical facilities, entertainment venues, etc.)
within %2 mile of stations.

Consistency with local comprehensive plan goals regarding economic development
and redevelopment at stations, including park-and-ride sites
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7.5 Evaluation Results

7.5.1 Goal 1. Improve Mobility
Each of the evaluation measures for Goal 1 was applied to the build alternatives described in

Chapter 5, Definition of Alternatives. Resulting ratings are described below and summarized in

Table 7.2.

Transit Ridership Forecast (2030) — Defined as the estimated number of transit riders in the
forecast year of 2030 using the Metropolitan Council’s travel demand model.

Ratings:  Strongly supports goal = More than 20,000 passengers per day
Supports goal = 15,000 to 20,000 passengers per day
Does not support goal = Less than 15,000 passengers per day
Results:

Figure 7.2 Average Daily Ridership (2030)

Average Daily Ridership (2030)
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LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A, LRT 1C, LRT 2C and LRT 3C attract an average weekday

ridership of over 20,000 passengers a day, and are therefore considered to strongly support

the goal of improving mobility.

BRT 2, LRT 4A and LRT 4C attract an average weekday ridership of between 15,000 and

20,000 passengers a day, and are therefore considered to support the goal of improving

mobility.

BRT 1 attracts an average weekday ridership of less than 15,000 and is therefore
considered to not support the goal of improving mobility.
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New Transit Riders (2030) - Defined as the estimated number of new transit riders compared to the
Enhanced Bus alternative in the forecast year of 2030 using the Metropolitan Council’s travel
demand model.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = More than 4,000 new passengers per day
Supports goal = 2,000 to 4,000 new passengers per day
Does not support goal = Less than 2,000 new passengers per day
Results:

Figure 7.3 Average Daily New Transit Riders (2030) Compared to Enhanced Bus

Average Daily New Transit Riders (2030)
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LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A, LRT 2C and LRT 3C attract an average of over 4,000 new transit
riders a day, and are therefore considered to strongly support the goal of improving mobility.

BRT 2, LRT 4A, LRT 1C and LRT 4C attract an average of between 2,000 and 4,000 new
transit riders a day, and are therefore considered to support the goal of improving mobility.

BRT 1 attracts less than 2,000 new transit riders a day, and is therefore considered to not
support the goal of improving mobility.

Travel Time Savings (2030) - Defined as the change in annual vehicle hours traveled (VHT) relative
to the Enhanced Bus alternative in the forecast year of 2030 using the Metropolitan Council’s travel
demand model. This applies to automobile trips only.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = More than a 1% savings in VHT
Supports goal = 0 to 1% savings in VHT
Does not support goal = Increased VHT
Results:

All 10 alternatives are projected to result in a reduction of vehicle hours of travel (VHT) of
less than 1% and are therefore considered to support the goal of improving mobility.
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Transportation Capacity Provided - Defined as the number of transit spaces provided by the
alternative based upon vehicle capacity and frequency of service.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = More than 2,000 seats during a peak hour.
Supports goal = 1,000 to 2,000 seats during a peak hour.
Does not support goal = Less than 1,000 seats during a peak hour.
Results:

Figure 7.4 Transportation Capacity Provided (in Seats per Peak Hour)

Transportation Capacity Provided (in Seats per Peak
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The BRT alternatives were estimated to provide 640 transit spaces during a peak hour; the
LRT alternatives were estimated to provide 2,976 transit spaces during a peak hour. This
was calculated by multiplying the vehicle capacity of the alternative by the number of trips
during a peak hour. Using a 7.5 minute peak frequency, both the BRT and LRT alternatives
would provide 8 trips per peak hour per direction. Because the BRT vehicles cannot be
coupled into multiple-car trains, their passenger capacity is limited to 80 transit spaces per
vehicle, assuming an articulated vehicle. This equates to 640 transit spaces per peak hour
per direction. Because the LRT vehicles (LRVS) can be coupled into 2-and 3-car trains, with
each LRV carrying 186 passengers, the passenger capacity per 2-car train set is 372. This
equates to 2,976 transit spaces per peak hour per direction.

All LRT alternatives with 2-car trains can provide a peak hour, peak direction passenger
capacity of 2,976 and are therefore considered to strongly support the goal of improving
mobility.

BRT 1 and BRT 2 can provide a peak hour, peak direction passenger capacity of 640, and
are therefore considered to not support the goal of improving mobility.
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Travel Time Competitiveness - Defined as the estimated afternoon rush hour travel time via the
proposed transitway versus the single occupant vehicle for a number of origin/destination pairs.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = 2 minutes faster than auto in 3 + cases.
Supports goal = +/- 2 minutes of auto in 3 + cases.
Does not support goal = 2 minutes slower than auto in 3 + cases.
Results:

LRT 2C is the only alternative that provides travel times at least two minutes faster than an
auto for three or more of the origin/destination pairs and is therefore considered to strongly
support the goal of improving mobility.

LRT 1A, 2A, 3A, 4A, 1C, 3C and 4C provide travel times equivalent to automobile travel
times in at least 3 of the origin/destination pairs and are therefore considered to support the
goal of improving mobility.

The BRT alternatives provide travel times that are 2 minutes slower than an auto in three or
more of the origin/destination pairs and are therefore considered to not support the goal of
improving mobility.

System Integration - Defined as an alternative’s ability to connect to existing and proposed
transitways as identified in the Metropolitan Council’s Transportation Policy Plan (TPP).

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = Can be easily interlined with existing and
planned transitways.
Supports goal = Transfer required at either north or south end.
Does not support goal = Transfer required at both north and south end.
Results:

LRT 1A, 2A and 3A can be interlined with the Hiawatha and proposed Central LRT lines and
are therefore considered to strongly support the goal of improving mobility.

LRT 1C, LRT 2C and LRT 3C require a transfer at the north end in downtown Minneapolis
and LRT 4A requires a transfer at the south end and therefore are considered to support the
goal of improved mobility.

The BRT and LRT 4C alternatives require transfers at both the north and south ends and
therefore considered to not support the goal of improving mobility.

Transit Dependent Populations Served - Defined as the number of elderly (65 and older), youth (18
and younger), disabled, and zero-car households within %2 mile of stations based upon
socioeconomic data contained in the 2000 Census. At the request of the Southwest Policy
Advisory Committee (PAC), low income was also used as an indicator of transit dependency. Low-
income households were defined as households with annual incomes less then 60% of the Median
Family Income (MFI) in the 7-county metropolitan area. The MFI in 2000 was $59,358; 60% of that
is $35,614.
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Ratings: Strongly supports goal = Significant improvement over the Enhanced Bus
alternative
Supports goal = Similar to or moderate improvement over the

Enhanced Bus alternative
Does not support goal = Significantly below the Enhanced Bus alternative

Results:

Figure 7.5 Number of Transit Dependent Persons Living Within ¥2-Mile of Stations
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Figure 7.6 Low Income Households Living Within ¥2-Mile of Stations
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Among the alternatives, LRT 1C, LRT 2C, LRT 3C and LRT 4C have the highest numbers of
elderly (65 and older), youth (18 and younger), disabled, and zero-car households within %2
mile of stations in the forecast year of 2030 (Figure 7.5). LRT 1C, LRT 2C, LRT 3C and LRT
4C also have significantly higher populations of low income households within %2 mile of
stations than does the Enhanced Bus alternative (Figure 7.6), and are therefore considered
to strongly support the goal of serving transit dependent populations.

Compared to the LRT C alternatives, LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A, LRT 4A, BRT 1 and BRT 2
have lower numbers of elderly (65 and older), youth (18 and younger), disabled, and zero-
car households within ¥2 mile of stations in the forecast year of 2030. LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT
3A, LRT 4A, BRT 1 and BRT 2 also have similar or moderately higher populations of low
income households within 2 mile of stations than the Enhanced Bus alternative, and are
therefore considered to support the goal of transit dependent populations served.

It is important to note that LRT A alternatives terminate at the proposed Intermodal Station,
and therefore do not extend into downtown Minneapolis as Southwest alternatives, but
rather through the Hiawatha LRT line. Populations within ¥2 mile of the Hiawatha LRT
stations (Warehouse, Nicollet, Government Center, and Metrodome) that would be
accessed by the LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A and LRT 4A alternatives are not included in
these calculations because these stations are not technically considered part of those
Southwest LRT alternatives.

Jobs and Population within 1/2 mile of station (Year 2030) - Defined as jobs and population within %2
mile of stations in the forecast year of 2030 based upon socioeconomic forecasts contained in the
Metropolitan Council’s travel demand model. As explained previously, jobs and population within %
mile of the Hiawatha LRT stations (Warehouse, Nicollet, Government Center and Metrodome) that
would be utilized by the LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A and LRT 4A alternatives are not included in these
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calculations.
Ratings: Strongly supports goal = More than 70,000 people
More than 175,000 jobs
Supports goal = 35,000 to 70,000 people
75,000 to 175,000 jobs
Does not support goal = Less than 35,000 people
Less than 75,000 jobs
Results:

Figure 7.7 Jobs and Population Within %2-Mile of Stations (2030)

Jobs and Population (2030)

233000

250,000 -

218000

O Population

208000

g
B Employment g

g
3

190,000

200,000 -

150,000 -

100,000 -

50,000 -

o -

L
&

LRT 1C, 2C, 3C and 4C serve more than 70,000 people and 175,000 jobs and are therefore
considered to strongly support the goal of improving mobility.

LRT 1A, 2A, 3A and 4A serve between 35,000 to 70,000 people and between 75,000 to
175,000 jobs, and are therefore considered to support the goal of improving mobility. BRT 1
and BRT 2 serve between 35,000 to 70,000 people and over 175,000 jobs, and are
therefore considered to support the goal of improving mobility.
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Table 7.2 Goal 1 Evaluation Ratings — Improve Mobility

Alternatives

Forecast
Ridership
(2030)

New Transit
Riders
(2030)

Travel Time
Savings
(2030)

Transitway
Transportation
Capacity Provided in
Peak Hour

Travel Time
Competitiveness
(Transit vs. Auto)

System Integration

Transit Dependent
Populations

Population and Employment?

(2030)
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2Because LRT A altematives end at the Intermodal Station, these alternatives access downtown employment via the Hiawatha line. Downtown employment is therefore not reflected in "A" station area numbers.
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7.5.2 Goal 2: Provide a Cost-Effective and Efficient Travel Option
The performance of the alternatives under the evaluation measures for Goal 2 is described below

and summarized in Table 7.3.

Capital Costs (2015) - Defined as the one-time costs to construct the transitway (guideway,

stations, structures, right-of-way, engineering/design, administrations and contingencies), escalated
from 2006 to 2015 using a 2.7% inflation rate.

Ratings:

Results:

Supports goal =

Strongly supports goal =

Does not support goal =

Less than $750 million total
Less than $40 million per mile

$750 million to $1.5 billion total

$40 to $90 million per mile

More than $1.5 billion total
More than $90 million per mile

BRT 1, BRT 2 and LRT 4A have estimated capital costs less than $750 million and are
therefore considered to strongly support the goal of providing a cost-effective/efficient travel

option.

LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A, LRT 1C, LRT 2C, LRT 3C and LRT 4C have estimated capital

costs between $750 million and $1.5 billion and are therefore considered to support the goal

of providing a cost-effective/efficient travel option.

Figure 7.8 Capital Costs (2015)
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Operating Costs (2015) - Defined as the ongoing annual costs to operate and maintain the
transitway alternative compared to the Enhanced Bus alternative, escalated from 2005 to 2015

using a 2.7 % inflation rate.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = Less than $12 million annually
Supports goal = $12 million to $23 million annually
Does not support goal = More than $23 million annually
Results:

Figure 7.9 Annual Operating Costs ($2015) Above Enhanced Bus
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BRT1, BRT 2, LRT 1A and LRT 4A have projected operating costs of less than $12 million
annually and are therefore considered to strongly support the goal of providing a cost-
effective/efficient travel option.

LRT 2A, LRT 3A, LRT 1C, LRT 2C, LRT 3C and LRT 4C have projected operating costs
between $12 million and $23 million annually and are therefore considered to support the
goal of providing a cost-effective/efficient travel option.

FTA Cost-Effectiveness Index (CEI) - Defined as an alternative’s annualized project cost (above the
Enhanced Bus alternative) divided by its transportation system user benefits (above the Enhanced
Bus alternative). User benefits are the traveler's time savings. Preliminary CEls were calculated
using the capital and operating costs and ridership estimated and/or projected at the AA-level of

analysis.

The FTA CEI threshold for approving a transitway to enter into Preliminary Engineering is $28.99 or
less.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = Less than $29 (under FTA threshold for PE)
Supports goal = $30 to $35 (exceed FTA threshold by no more

7-14
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than 20%)

Does not support goal = More than $35 (exceeds FTA threshold by more
than 20%)

Results:

Figure 7.10 Cost Effectiveness Index (CEI)
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LRT 3A and LRT 4A have preliminary CEls that fall under the FTA threshold of $29 and are
therefore considered to strongly support the goal of providing a cost-effective and efficient
travel option.

LRT 1A, LRT 2A and LRT 3C have preliminary CEls that exceed the FTA threshold by no
more than 20% and are therefore considered to support the goal of providing a cost-
effective and efficient travel option.

BRT1, BRT 2,LRT 1C, LRT 2C and LRT 4C have preliminary CEls that exceed the FTA
threshold by more than 20% and are therefore considered to not support the goal of
providing a cost-effective and efficient travel option.

Peer City Comparisons — This evaluation compared the Southwest AA alternatives to existing peer
city systems for operating costs/passenger mile, operating costs/trip, operating costs/revenue hour,
and passengers/revenue hour. These are standard measures in the transit industry for
effectiveness and efficiency. The data source is the 2004 National Transit Database (NTD).

Ratings:  Strongly supports goal = Better than range of peer systems
Supports goal = Within range of peer systems
Does not support goal = Worse than range of peer systems
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Results:

All LRT and BRT alternatives perform better than their peers in terms of
passengers/revenue hour, and fall within the range of their peer cities for the three other
comparisons (operating costs / trip, and operating costs / revenue hour). All LRT and BRT
alternatives are therefore considered to support the goal of cost effectiveness and efficiency.

Potential Impact to Street Network - Defined as the identification of intersections likely to require a
traffic analysis during future detailed environmental study phase.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = Avoids impact to street network
Supports goal = Some potential impact to street network
Does not support goal = Potentially significant impact to street network
Results:

BRT 1, BRT 2, LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A and LRT 4A are considered to have some potential
impact to the street network and are therefore considered to support the goal of providing a
cost-effective/efficient travel option.

LRT 1C, LRT 2C, LRT 3C and LRT 4C are considered to have potentially significant impacts
to the street network, particularly in downtown Minneapolis, and are therefore considered to
not support the goal of providing a cost-effective/efficient travel option.
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Table 7.3 Goal 2 Evaluation Ratings — Provide a Cost-Effective and Efficient Travel Option

Alternatives

Transitway
Capital Cost
(2015)

Total Per Mile

Transitway Operating
Costs (Annual
Increment over
Enhanced Bus)

(2015)

Preliminary Cost
Effectiveness Index
(CE
(2006$)*

Peer City Comparison (2004)

Operating cost /
passenger mile?

Operating cost /
revenue vehicle
hour

Operating cost
/ trip

Passengers /
hour

Intersections
identified for analysis
during EIS

BRT 1 - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, HCRRA

O
@)

O

=)

@

BRT 2'- Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, Golden
Triangle/ Opus/ TH 169/ HCRRA

LRT 1A - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
HCRRA/ Kenilworth/ Royalston

LRT 2A" - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, 1-494/
HCRRA / Kenilworth/ Royalston

LRT 3A' - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, Golden
Triangle/ Opus/ HCRRA/ Kenilworth/
Royalston

LRT 4A - Hopkins to Minneapolis, HCRRA/
Kenilworth/ Royalston

LRT 1C - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
HCRRA/ Midtown/ Nicollet

LRT 2C - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, 1-494/
HCRRA / Midtown/ Nicollet

LRT 3C - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, Golden
Triangle/ Opus/ HCRRA/ Midtown/ Nicollet

LRT 4C* - Hopkins to Minneapolis, HCRRA/
Midtown/ Nicollet
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7.5.3 Goal 3: Protect the Environment

The performance of alternatives under the evaluation measures for Goal 3 is described below and
summarized in Table 7.4.

Change in vehicle miles of travel (VMT) (2030) - Defined as the change in VMT in the forecast year
of 2030 using the Metropolitan Council’s travel demand model.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = More than a 5% reduction
Supports goal = 0 to 5% reduction
Does not support goal = No reduction
Results:

All 10 alternatives are expected to result in a reduction in VMT of less than 5% and are
therefore all considered to support the goal of protecting the environment.

Reduction in emissions of hydrocarbons (HC), volatile organic compounds (VOC), nitrous oxides
(NO,) and carbon monoxide (CO) in annual metric tons (Year 2030) - Defined as the
change/reduction in emissions in the forecast year of 2030, based on change in VMT using the
Metropolitan Council’s travel demand model.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = More than a 5% reduction
Supports goal = 0 to 5% reduction
Does not support goal = No reduction
Results:

BRT 1, BRT 2, LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A, LRT 1C, LRT 2C and LRT 3C are expected to
result in a reduction in HC, VOC, NOyx and CO of less than 5% and are therefore considered
to support the goal of protecting the environment.

LRT 4A and LRT 4C are not expected to result in a reduction in HC, VOC, NOx and CO, and
are therefore considered to not support the goal of protecting the environment.

Potentially affected natural environment (wetlands, waterbodies, parklands and floodplains) within
100 feet - Defined as the number of wetlands, waterbodies, parklands and floodplains within 100
feet of the center line of the proposed transitway. The MetroGIS database was used to compile this
information.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = Less than 25 acres combined
Supports goal = 20 to 50 acres combined
Does not support goal = More than 50 acres combined
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Results:

Figure 7.11 Natural Environment (Within 100 Feet)

Natural Environment (Within 100 Feet)
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Due to their shorter routes, LRT 4A and LRT 4C affect less than 25 acres of the natural
environment and are therefore considered to strongly support the goal of protecting the
environment.

BRT 1, LRT 1A and LRT 1C are expected to affect between 25 and 50 acres of the natural
environment and are therefore considered to support the goal of protecting the environment.

BRT 2, LRT 2A, LRT 3A, LRT 2C and LRT 3C are expected to affect more than 50 acres of
the natural environment and are therefore considered to not support the goal of protecting
the environment.

Residents potentially affected by noise or vibration - Defined as the number of dwelling units within
100 feet of the center of the proposed transitway which could potentially be affected by noise and
vibration. It should be noted that detailed noise and vibration studies need to be conducted to
identify dwelling units actually affected by noise and vibration. These detailed noise and vibration
studies will be conducted at a later phase in the project development process.

For this analysis the MetroGIS database and county property information were used to compile the
information.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = Less then 50 units
Supports goal = 50 to 200 units
Does not support goal = More than 200 units
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Results:

Figure 7.12 Dwelling Units Potentially Affected by Noise and Vibration (Within 100 Feet)

Dwelling Units Potentially Affected by Noise and
Vibration (Within 100 Feet)
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BRT 1, BRT 2, LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A and LRT 4A may affect between 50 and 200
dwelling units and are therefore considered to support the goal of protecting the
environment.

LRT 1C, LRT 2C, LRT 3C and LRT 4C may affect more than 200 dwelling units and are
therefore considered to not support the goal of protecting the environment.

Inventory of efficient, compact land use at station locations - Consistent with FTA New Starts
criteria, this evaluation criterion utilizes population density per square mile and total corridor
employment within %2 mile of stations as quantitative guidelines to assign land use ratings.
Denser development at station areas promotes transit use and helps protect the environment by
reducing auto trips and emissions, as well as the amount of land used by development (sprawl).

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = More than 10,000 persons per square mile
More than 175,000 jobs within %2 mile of stations
Supports goal = 3,333 to 10,000 persons per square mile
75,000 to 175,000 jobs within %2 mile of stations
Does not support goal = Less then 3,333 persons per square mile

Less than 75,000 jobs within %2 miles of stations

Population
BRT 1, BRT 2, LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 4A, LRT 1C, LRT 2C, LRT 3C and LRT 4C are projected to

have a population density of between 3,333 to 10,000 persons per square mile in 2030 and are
therefore considered to support the goal of protecting the environment.

LRT 3A is projected to have a population density of less than 3,333 persons per square mile in
2030 and is therefore considered to not support the goal of protecting the environment.
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Results:

Figure 7.13 Population Density Within ¥ Mile of Station (2030)
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Figure 7.14 Employment Within %2 Mile of Station (2030)

Employment within 1/2 Mile of Stations (2030)
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Employment
BRT 1, BRT 2, LRT 1C, LRT 2C, LRT 3C and LRT 4C are projected to have more than

175,000 jobs within % mile of stations in 2030 and are therefore considered to strongly
support the goal of protecting the environment.

LRT1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A and LRT 4A are projected to have between 75,000 and 175,000
jobs within % mile of stations in 2030 and are therefore considered to support the goal of
protecting the environment.
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Table 7.4 Goal 3 Evaluation Ratings — Protect the Environment

Alternatives

Change in vehicle
miles of travel
(VMT)
(Year 2030)

Reduction in VOC, NOX,

CO in annual metric tons?
(Year 2030)

Potentially affected natural
environment within 100
feet

Dwelling units
potentially affected
by noise or vibration

Inventory of efficient, compact land use

within 1/2 mile of stations FTA New Starts Criteria

Population Density per

3
Square Mile Employment

BRT 1 - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, HCRRA
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BRT 2'- Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, Golden
Triangle/ Opus/ TH 169/ HCRRA

LRT 1A - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
HCRRA/ Kenilworth/ Royalston

LRT 2A! - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, I-494/
HCRRA / Kenilworth/ Royalston

LRT 3A’ - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
Golden Triangle/ Opus/ HCRRA/ Kenilworth/
Royalston

LRT 4A - Hopkins to Minneapolis, HCRRA/
Kenilworth/ Royalston

LRT 1C - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
HCRRA/ Midtown/ Nicollet

LRT 2C - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, |-494/
HCRRA / Midtown/ Nicollet

LRT 3C - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, Golden
Triangle/ Opus/ HCRRA/ Midtown/ Nicollet
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LRT 4C" - Hopkins to Minneapolis, HCRRA/
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2 FTA New Starts Evaluation Measure. Note: HC, a component of VOC, not picked up separately by Mobile6 model

Because LRT A alternatives end at the Intermodal Station, these alternatives access downtown employment via the Hiawatha line. Downtown employment is therefore not reflected in "A" station area numbers.

Evaluation Breakpoints
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) . . >175,000 FTA Threshold
0, 0,

o Strongly supports goal >5% Reduction >5% Reduction <25 acres <50 units >10,000 for High-Med/ High ranking

'Estimated not modeled
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7.5.4 Goal 4: Preserve the Quality of Life

The performance of the alternatives under the evaluation measures for Goal 4 is described below
and summarized in Table 7.5.

Anticipated impact of vehicle technology on property values - Defined as the anticipated impact of
LRT or BRT on property values based upon the results of national case studies.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = Research indicates a definite positive impact at
stations
Supports goal = Research indicates generally positive impact at
stations
Does not support goal = Research does not support positive impact at
stations.
Results:

Numerous national studies indicate that property values often increase around well
designed, fixed guideway transit stations. An annotated bibliography by Smith and Gihring*
is included in the Southwest Transitway AA Land Use Technical Memorandum.

The national studies focus primarily on fixed guideway modes (LRT, commuter rail, heavy
rail, dedicated BRT). The studies found a correlation between increased property values
and proximity to fixed guideway stations.? While BRT has demonstrated viability for land
use intensification®, there are suggestions in the studies that BRT infrastructure can be
perceived as less permanent than that of fixed rail systems, and therefore, developers may
be less likely to invest in the adjacent land. The studies suggest that the closer the
operation of a BRT system is to a local street bus service, the less likely it would be to
influence an increase in property values. Conversely, the closer the operation of a BRT
system becomes to a fixed guideway system, the more likely it would be to increase
property values.

LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A, LRT 4A, LRT 1C, LRT 2C, LRT 3C and LRT 4C are exclusive
guideways and are therefore considered to strongly support the goal of preserving the
quality of life.

The routes for BRT 1 and BRT 2 consist of a majority of exclusive bus-only guideways, with
the remainder of the route being bus-only shoulders, and are therefore more like the fixed
guideways of LRT than Enhanced Bus service. Therefore, BRT 1 and BRT 2 are
considered to support the goal of preserving the quality of life.

! Jeffery Smith and Thomas Gihring. “Financing Transit Systems Through Value Capture, An Annotated
Bibliography”, Victoria Transport Policy Institute, 2006.

? Litman, Todd, “Rail Transit in American, A Comprehensive Evaluation of Benefits”, October 2004 Victoria
Transport Policy Institute Produced with Support from the American Public Transportation Association.

¥ TCRP Report 90: Bus Rapid Transit: Volume 1: Case Studies in Bus Rapid Transit; Transportation
Research Board, Washington D.C., 2003.
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Access to community amenities (libraries, parks, trails) - Defined as the number of existing libraries,
parks, and trails within % mile of station locations.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = Amenities within %2 mile of all stations
Supports goal = Amenities within ¥2 mile of several stations
Does not support goal = No amenities within %2 mile of stations
Results:

BRT 1, BRT 2, LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A, LRT 4A, LRT 1C, LRT 2C, LRT 3C and LRT 4C
have libraries, parks and trails within ¥2 mile of all stations and are therefore all considered
to strongly support the goal of preserving the quality of life.

Access to employment opportunities for low-income households( 2030) - Defined as the number of
jobs and low-income households (below poverty level) within %2 mile of stations in the forecast year
of 2030 based upon socioeconomic projections contained in the Metropolitan Council’s travel
demand model. Again, the jobs within %2 mile of the Hiawatha LRT stations (Warehouse, Nicollet,
Government Center and Metrodome) that would be utilized by the LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A and
LRT 4A alternatives are not included in these calculations.

Ratings:  Strongly supports goal = More than 4,000 low-income households
More than 175,000 jobs
Supports goal = 1,000 to 4,000 low-income households
75,000 to 175,000 jobs
Does not support goal = Less than 1,000 low-income households

Less than 75,000 jobs

Results:

LRT 1C, LRT 2C, LRT 3C and LRT 4C are projected to have more than 4,000 low-income
households within %2 mile of stations, and over 75,000 jobs within ¥2 mile of stations, and are
therefore considered to strongly support the goal of preserving the quality of life.

BRT 1, BRT 2, LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A and LRT 4A are projected to have between 1,000
and 4,000 low-income households within % mile of stations, and over 75,000 jobs within 2
of stations, and are therefore considered to support the goal of preserving the quality of life.
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Figure 7.15 Low Income Households and Employment Within ¥2 Mile of Station
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Intermodal connections - Defined as a measure of the quality of the pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and
auto connections to/from station locations.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = High at majority of stations
Supports goal = Moderate at majority of stations
Does not support goal = Poor at majority of stations
Results:

BRT 1, LRT 1A, LRT 4A, LRT 1C and LRT 4C have a high number of stations with direct
connections to the bike/ pedestrian trail, moderately good access to the majority of stations
for connecting buses, and moderately good access to the majority of stations for
automobiles at stations that provide park-and-ride, and are therefore considered to strongly
support the goal of preserving the quality of life in terms of pedestrian and bicycle access,
and to support the goal of preserving the quality of life in terms of other transit and auto
connections.

BRT 2, LRT 2A, LRT 3A, LRT 2C and LRT 3C have a moderate number of direct
connections to the bike/ pedestrian trail at the stations, moderately good access to the
majority of stations for connecting buses, and moderately good access for the majority of
stations that provide park-and-ride, and are therefore considered to support the goal of
preserving the quality of life in terms of pedestrian and bicycle access and to support the
goal of preserving the quality of life in terms of other transit and auto connections.

Integration and documentation of transit-oriented development (TOD) opportunities/plans in local
comprehensive plans — Defined as documentation of general transit-supportive development
provisions in approved municipal comprehensive plans.
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Ratings: Strongly supports goal = TOD exists and is planned throughout the
alternative alignment
Supports goal = TOD exists and is planned in a majority of the

alternative alignment

Does not support goal = No TOD planning in major portions of the
alternative alignment

Results:
Local comprehensive plans in all study area cities contain transit-supportive policies.

The LRT 3C alignment has existing TOD, and the majority of the stations have special area
studies completed as part of their city’s comprehensive plan. LRT 3C is therefore
considered to strongly support the goal of preserving the quality of life.

The majority of stations in alternatives BRT 2, LRT 3A, LRT 4A, LRT 1C, LRT 2C and
LRT 4C have special area studies completed as part of their city’s comprehensive plan, and
are therefore considered to support the goal of preserving the quality of life.

Less than half of the stations in alternatives BRT 1, LRT1A and LRT 2A have been identified
for station area studies as part of their city’s comprehensive plan. These alternatives are
therefore considered to not support the goal of preserving the quality of life.

Transit Ridership Forecast (2030) — Defined as the number of transit riders in the forecast year of
2030, estimated using the Metropolitan Council’s travel demand model.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = More than 20,000 passengers per day
Supports goal = 15,000 to 20,000 passengers per day
Does not support goal = Less than 15,000 passengers per day
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Results:

Figure 7.16 Average Daily Ridership (2030)

Average Daily Ridership (2030)
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LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A, LRT 4A, LRT 1C, LRT 2C, LRT 3C and LRT 4C attract an
average weekday ridership of over 20,000 passengers a day, and are therefore considered
to strongly support the goal of preserving the quality of life.

BRT 2, LRT 4A and LRT 4C attract an average weekday ridership of between 15,000 and
20,000 passengers a day, and are therefore considered to support the goal of preserving
the quality of life.

BRT 1 attracts an average weekday ridership of less than 15,000 and is therefore

considered to not support the goal of the goal of preserving the quality of life.

Potential for intensification of land use around stations - Defined as the anticipated intensification of
land use around stations for LRT and BRT based upon the results of national studies.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = Research documents significant intensification
likely
Supports goal = Research limited but supports intensification for
bus transit if fixed guideway
Does not support goal = Research does not support intensification
Results:

National reports identify circumstances whereby intensification of land use (development or
redevelopment) can be initiated by the introduction or enhancement of transit.* These

* Jeffery Smith and Thomas Gihring. “Financing Transit Systems Through Value Capture, An Annotated
Bibliography,” Victoria Transport Policy Institute, 2006

TCRP Report 90:Bus Rapid Transit: Volume 1: Case Studies in Bus Rapid Transit; Transportation Research
Board, Washington D.C., 2003
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studies and experiences also suggest that while transit by itself does not guarantee
development around transit stations, transit can enhance and spur development, and
supportive public policies can initiate or promote this effect.

Based on national research and the experience of other cities, LRT alternatives are
anticipated to present the most significant potential for intensification of land use by virtue of
the mode’s success in attracting higher density development around fixed-guideway
investments. The current intensification of development underway at Hiawatha LRT stations
supports this assessment. LRT alternatives 1A, 2A, 3A, 4A, 1C, 2C, 3C and 4C are
therefore considered to strongly support the goal of preserving the quality of life.

While BRT has demonstrated a modal viability for land use intensification,® there are
suggestions in the studies that BRT can be perceived as less permanent than fixed rail
systems, and therefore developers may be less likely to invest in the adjacent land. A
reasonable hypothesis is that the closer the operation of a BRT system is to local street bus
service, the less likely it would be to leverage the availability of transit to enhance and spur
development.

The routes for BRT 1 and BRT 2 consist of a majority of exclusive bus-only guideways, with
the remainder of the route being bus-only shoulders, and are therefore more like the fixed
guideways of LRT than Enhanced Bus service. Therefore, BRT 1 and BRT 2 are
considered to support the goal of preserving the quality of life.

Consistency with regional growth plans - Defined as documentation of consistency with
Metropolitan Council Blueprint, Transportation Policy Plan (TPP) and 2030 Transit Plans.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = Fully consistent
Supports goal = Partially consistent
Does not support goal = Not consistent
Results:

BRT1, BRT2, LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A, LRT 4A, LRT 1C, LRT 2C, LRT 3C and LRT 4C are
all fully consistent within the area of corridor adopted in the Metropolitan Council Blueprint,
Transportation Policy Plan (TPP) and 2030 Transit Plan, and are therefore considered to
strongly support the goal of preserving the quality of life.

Impact of park-and-ride lots on existing and planned development at stations - Defined as
calculation of percent of land used by park-and-ride related to station area parking supply.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = Station able to accommodate demand in
planned area

Robert Dunphy, et. al “Ten Principles for Successful Development Around Transit,” Urban Land Institute
2003.

®> TCRP Report 90:Bus Rapid Transit: Volume 1: Case Studies in Bus Rapid Transit; Transportation Research
Board, Washington D.C., 2003

Southwest Transitway Alternatives Analysis Final Report 7-28




Supports goal = Station demand indicates shift to adjacent
station required
Does not support goal = Stations unable to accommodate demand

Results:

Park-and-ride demand in BRT 1, BRT 2, LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A, LRT 4A, LRT 1C,
LRT 2C, LRT 3C and LRT 4C indicates a shift of parking is required from the Hopkins
Station to adjacent stations. The Shady Oak and Blake Stations can accommodate the
overflow parking. BRT 2, LRT 3A and LRT 3C park-and-ride demand indicates a shift of
parking is required from the Eden Prairie Town Center Station to the SouthWest Metro
Station, which can accommodate the demand. The westerly end of all the alternates
requires some structured parking, which can be accommodated. All BRT and LRT
alternatives are therefore considered to support the goal of preserving the quality of life.

Access to and accommodation of the existing and future trail system - Defined as access to
existing and planned trails, and accommodation of trail system within the proposed transit project.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = Continuous access throughout corridor, trail
function maintained
Supports goal = Limited gaps in predominately available access,
trail function maintained
Does not support goal = No access in significant segments of corridor
Results:

BRT 1, LRT 1A, LRT 4A and LRT 4C have direct connections to the trail system throughout
the corridor, and the trail system along these alternatives is maintained. These alternatives
are therefore considered to strongly support the goal of preserving the quality of life.

LRT 3A and LRT 1C have limited gaps southwest of Shady Oak along LRT 3A and north of
28" Street along LRT 1C, but predominately have access to the trail elsewhere throughout
the corridor and are therefore considered to support the goal of preserving the quality of life.

LRT 2A and LRT 2C have no access west of Rowland for a significant segment of the
corridor and are therefore considered to not support the goal of preserving the quality of life.
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Table 7.5 Goal 4 Evaluation Ratings — Preserve the Quality of Life

Alternatives

Anticipated impact
on property values®

Community
amenities within 1/2

Employment opportunities for low
income households within 1/2 mile

of stations®

Intermodal Connections at Stations

mile of stations

Low Income
Households

Employment*

Other

Pedestriar] Bicycle | Transit

Integration and
documentation of TOD
in local comprehensive

plans

Intensification of land
use around stations by
mode

Forecast Ridership
(2030)

Consistency with|
regional growth
plans
(qualitative)

Impact of park/ride
lots on development at
stations

BRT 1 - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
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BRT 2' - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
Golden Triangle/ Opus/ TH 169/HCRRA

LRT 1A - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
HCRRA/ Kenilworth/ Royalston

LRT 2A’ - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, I-
494/ HCRRA/ Kenilworth/ Royalston

LRT 3A! - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
Golden Triangle/ Opus/ HCRRA/
Kenilworth/ Royalston

LRT 4A - Hopkins to Minneapolis, HCRRA/|
Kenilworth/ Royalston

LRT 1C - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
HCRRA/ Midtown/ Nicollet

LRT 2C - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, I-
494/ HCRRA / Midtown/ Nicollet

LRT 3C - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
Golden Triangle/ Opus/ HCRRA/
Midtown/ Nicollet

n/a

LRT 4C* -Hopkins to Minneapolis,
HCRRA/ Midtown/ Nicollet
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‘Estimated not modeled
“Based on national studies or national data

3Low Income Households from 2000 Census and defined as 60% of 7-county median family income ($59,358/$35,615); 2030 jobs from regional forecasts
“Because LRT A alternatives end at the Intermodal Station, these alternatives access downtown employment via the Hiawatha line. Downtown employment is therefore not reflected in "A" station area numbers.

Evaluation Breakpoints

impact at stations

mi. of all stations

alternative

significant intensification

Research does not  |No amenities w/in  |<1,000 <75,000 Poor at majority of stations Research does not Not consistent |Stations unable to

support positive 1/2 mi. No TOD planning in support intensification accommodate demand
@ Does not support goal impact at stations major portions of the < 15 thousand

alternative

Research supports  |Amenities w/in 1/2 TOD exists and is sR:sec;arrt(;hir:lt:::i(fji:;iton Partiall ;‘;ﬂ:?e:i?;n;
® Supports goal general positive mi. of several 1000-4,000 75,000 - 175,000{Moderate at majority of stations planned in a majority of PP R 15-20 thousand aly N N

h N N X for bus transit if fixed consistent adjacent station

impact at stations  [stations the alternative ) )

guideway required

Research supports Amenities win 1/2 TOD exists and is Research documents Stations able to

O Strongly supports goal definite postive >4000 >175,000 High at majority of stations planned throughout > 20 thousand Fully consistent |[accommodate demand

in planned area

'Estimated not modeled
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7.5.5 Goal 5: Support Economic Development

The performance of the alternatives under the evaluation measures for Goal 2 is described below
and summarized in Table 7.6.

TOD potential at station locations - Defined as description of adaptability of station area land for
TOD, and corridor and station economic development market potential for transit oriented and
supportive development.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = Local comprehensive plans contain transit-
supportive policies. TOD already present and/or
multiple special area studies completed

Supports goal = Local comprehensive plans contain transit-
supportive policies, special area studies
proposed

Does not support goal = Limited TOD potential and/or planning

Results:

LRT 3C has existing TOD and the majority of the stations are within a planned growth area,
and is therefore considered to strongly support the goal of supporting economic
development.

BRT 2, LRT 3A, LRT 4A, LRT 1C, LRT 2C and LRT 4C have the majority of stations within a
planned growth area and are therefore considered to support the goal of supporting
economic development.

BRT 1, LRT1A and LRT 2A have major portions of the alternative outside a planned growth
area and are therefore considered to not support the goal of supporting economic
development.

Jobs within 1/2 mile of station (2030) - Defined as the number of jobs within %2 mile of stations
based upon the Metropolitan Council’s socioeconomic projects for the forecast year of 2030. As
described previously, the jobs and population within %2 mile of the Hiawatha LRT stations that
would be utilized by the LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A and LRT 4A alternatives are not included in these
calculations.

Ratings:  Strongly supports goal = More than 175,000 jobs
Supports goal = 75,000 to 175,000 jobs
Does not support goal = Less then 75,000 jobs
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Results:

Figure 7.17 Employment Within % Mile of Stations (2030)

Employment within 1/2 Mile of Stations (2030)
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BRT 1, BRT 2, LRT 1C, LRT 2C, LRT 3C and LRT 4C are projected to serve more than
175,000 jobs and are therefore considered to strongly support the goal of supporting
economic development.

LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A and LRT 4A are projected to serve between 75,000 and 175,000
jobs and are therefore considered to support the goal of supporting economic development.

Other generators (schools, medical facilities, entertainment venues, etc.) - Defined as the number
of schools, medical facilities, entertainment venues and other trip generators within %2 mile of
stations.

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = More than 90
Supports goal = 50to0 90
Does not support goal = Less than 50
Results:

Maps showing the other generators within % mile of stations can be found in Technical
Memorandum No. 4, Evaluation Process and Results.

BRT 2, LRT 1C, LRT 2C and LRT 3C would serve more than 90 activity generators and are
therefore considered to strongly support the goal of supporting economic development.

BRT 1, LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A, LRT 4A and LRT 4C would serve between 50 and 90
activity generators and are therefore considered to support the goal of supporting economic
development.
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Consistency with local comprehensive plan goals regarding economic development and
redevelopment at stations, including park-and-ride sites - Defined as documentation of specific
station area transit-supportive development provisions in approved municipal comprehensive plans

Ratings: Strongly supports goal = Comprehensive plans support TOD in all
segments of alignment; redevelopment planning
underway throughout the alignment

Supports goal = Comprehensive plans support development at
stations in all segments of alignment
Does not support goal = Comprehensive plans do not support

development in significant segment of alignment

Results:

BRT 1, BRT 2, LRT 3A, LRT 4A, LRT 1C, LRT 3C and LRT 4C have comprehensive plans
that support development in all segments of the alignment. Redevelopment planning is
underway in all segments of these alignments and these alternatives are therefore
considered to strongly support the economic development goal.

LRT 1A has comprehensive plans that support development at all the stations in all the
segments of the alignment and therefore is considered to support the economic
development goal.

LRT 2A and 2C have comprehensive plans that do not support development in a significant
segment of the alignment along 1-494, and these alternatives are therefore considered to not
support the economic development goal.
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Table 7.6 Goal 5 Evaluation Ratings — Support Economic Development

Existing & Planned TOD Potential at Station Locations| Planned Jobs within 1/2 mile of [  Existing Other Generators | Consistency with local comprehensive plan goals regarding economic

Alternatives (Qualitative) station®® (Year 2030) within 1/2 mile of Stations development & redevelopment at stations

BRT 1 - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, HCRRA

o
O

BRT 2' - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, Golden Triangle/
Opus/ TH 169/ HCRRA

LRT 1A - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, HCRRA/
Kenilworth/ Royalston

LRT 2A' - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, 1-494/ HCRRA/
Kenilworth/ Royalston

LRT 3A’ - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, Golden Triangle/
Opus/ HCRRA/ Kenilworth/ Royalston

LRT 4A - Hopkins to Minneapolis, HCRRA/ Kenilworth/
Royalston

LRT 1C - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, HCRRA/ Midtown/
Nicollet

LRT 2C - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, |-494/ HCRRA/
Midtown/ Nicollet

LRT 3C - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, Golden Triangle/
Opus/ HCRRA/ Midtown/ Nicollet

LRT 4C" - Hopkins to Minneapolis, HCRRA/ Midtown/
Nicollet

@ O | @ | @ | @ |« |0 0 <
O|0O|0O|0O|@|@|e@|e@|O
@ | OO0 |O|@|@|@ |@ |O|@
O|0O| @ O|0O|0O|@®@|e@ |O|O

! Estimated not modeled
2FTA New Starts Evaluation Measure
3Because LRT A alternatives end at the Intermodal Station, these alternatives access downtown employment via the Hiawatha line. Downtown employment is therefore not reflected in "A" station area numbers.

Evaluation Breakpoints

Local comprehensive plans contain transit supportive
o Does not support goal policies. TOD already present and/or multiple special | <75K <50
area studies completed

Comprehensive plans do not support development in significant
segment of alignment

Local comprehensive plans contain transit supportive 75-175K 50-90 Comprehensive plans support development at stations in all segments

o Supports goal policies, special area studies proposed of alignment

Comprehensive plans support TOD in all segments of alignment;

O Strongly supports goal Limited TOD potential and/or planning >175K >90 redevelopment planning underway throughout alignment

Estimated not modeled
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7.6  Summary of Evaluation

Tier 1 Goals: Improve Mobility and Provide a Cost-Effective/Efficient Travel Option

Based upon the evaluation, LRT 1A, LRT 2A, LRT 3A and LRT 3C are considered to meet the
goals of improving mobility and providing a cost-effective and efficient travel option.

BRT 1 and BRT 2 are considered to not meet the goals of improving mobility and providing a cost-
effective/efficient travel option.

Lower ridership than LRT - 14,400 to 16,500 vs. 23,500 to 28,100 passengers/day.
e Fewer new riders attracted to system - 1,300 to 2,300 vs. 3,800 to 7,500 new riders/day.

o Passenger capacity significantly lower than LRT - During a peak hour with a 7.5 minute
headway a BRT system can serve 640 passengers while a LRT system can serve 2976
passengers. (This is due to LRT’s ability to train vehicles)..

e System cannot accommodate peak hour demand - The estimated peak hour demand for
BRT service is 2,000 passengers/hour which cannot be accommodated by a BRT operating
on a 7.5 minute headway.

e Estimated to significantly exceed FTA's $29 CEI threshold for Preliminary Engineering -
Estimated CEI of $66 to $74.

LRT 4A

LRT 4A does not meet the Tier 1 goals because it does not adequately serve the travel demand
that exists in the Southwest metro area. LRT 4A is already encompassed in the full-length “A”
alternatives. A shortened version of the preferred alignments may be identified as a future
minimum operating segment (MOS) if required in the future. In the event an MOS is required as the
initial phase of staged implementation of the full alternative selected, detailed analysis of impacts
and mitigation required to serve as an interim route terminus would be undertaken.

o Sufficient ridership demand to extend line to Eden Prairie
e Relatively high per mile capital cost

LRT 1C, LRT 2C and LRT 4C

While LRT 1C, LRT 2C and LRT 4C are estimated to generate ridership levels equivalent to their
“A” counterparts, they do not attract as many new transit riders, cannot be interlined with the
Hiawatha and proposed Central LRT lines in downtown Minneapolis, are approximately $250 million
higher in capital costs, and have a cost-effectiveness index that makes them unlikely to compete
well for FTA New Starts Funding.

o Higher capital and operating costs compared to LRT 1A, 2A and 4A
(approximately $250 million in 2015 dollars)
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e Attract an equivalent number of passengers to LRT 1A, 2A and 4A
(the “C” alternatives attract approximately 100 more passengers/day than the “A”
alternatives)

e Attract fewer new riders than LRT 1A, 2A and 4A
(the “C” alternatives attract approximately 700 fewer new passengers/day than the “A”
alternatives)

¢ Cannot be interlined with the Hiawatha and/or Central LRT lines
e Estimated to exceed the FTA <$29 CEI threshold by more than 20%
(LRT1C=%$37,LRT 3A=%$38, LRT 3C =$41)

Tier 2 Goals: Protect the Environment, Preserve Quality of Life, and Support Economic
Development

LRT 1A, LRT 3A and LRT 3C are considered to meet the goals of protecting the environment,
preserving the quality of life, and supporting economic development.

LRT 2A is considered to not meet the Tier 2 goal of supporting economic development.
LRT 1A, LRT 3A and LRT 3C are considered to meet the goals of preserving the environment,
protecting the quality of life, and supporting economic development. LRT 2A was considered to not
adequately meet the Tier 2 goals because it does not provide the reverse commute and economic
development opportunities of LRT 3A and LRT 3C, nor the capital and operating cost advantages of
LRT 1A.

e Lack of good opportunity for TOD

e No current city planning for development/redevelopment west of Shady Oak Road

Table 7.7 summarizes the evaluation ratings under each goal for each alternative.
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Table 7.7 Summary of Evaluation Ratings

Alternatives

Tier 1 Goals

Tier 2 Goals

Goal 1:
Improve
Mobility

Goal 2: Provide a
Cost-Effective,
Efficient Travel Option

Results

Goal 3: Protect the
Enviroment

Goal 4: Preserve and

Protect the Quality of

Life in the Study Area
and Region

Goal 5: Support
Economic
Development

Recommendation

Enhanced Bus
(Baseline)

Carry forward as Baseline alt

ernative (Required)

Carry forward as Baseline alternativ

e (Required)

Carry forward as Baseline
Alternative

BRT 1 - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
HCRRA

Does not meet Tier 1 Goals;
Do not carry forward

BRT 2' - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
Golden Triangle/Opus/TH 169/HCRRA

Does not meet Tier 1 Goals;
Do not carry forward

LRT 1A - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
HCRRA/ Kenilworth/ Royalston

Meets Tier 1 Goals; Carry
Forward to Tier 2

Carry forward for
further analysis

LRT 2A! - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
I-494/HCRRA /Kenilworth/Royalston

Meets Tier 1 Goals; Carry
Forward to Tier 2

Other alternatives
better meet Tier 2
Goals. Do not carry

LRT 3A! - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
Golden Triangle/ Opus/ HCRRA/
Kenilworth/ Royalston

Meets Tier 1 Goals; Carry
Forward to Tier 2

Carry forward for
further analysis

LRT 4A - Hopkins to Minneapolis,
HCRRA/ Kenilworth/ Royalston

Part of full alternative. pg not
carry forward

LRT 1C - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
HCRRA/ Midtown/ Nicollet

Does not meet Tier 1 Goals;
Do not carry forward

LRT 2C - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis, |-
494/ HCRRA/ Midtown/ Nicollet

Does not meet Tier 1 Goals;
Do not carry forward

LRT 3C - Eden Prairie to Minneapolis,
Golden Triangle/ Opus/ HCRRA/
Midtown/ Nicollet

Meets Tier 1 Goals; Carry
Forward to Tier 2

Carry forward for
further analysis

LRT 4C" - Hopkins to Minneapolis,
HCRRA/ Midtown/ Nicollet

0 ¢ @ | @ 0 | ¢ @ | |00

® o 0 0 o | @ |0

Part of full alternative. pg not

carry forward

1Estimated not modeled

Evaluation Breakpoints

e Does not support goal

® Supports goal

O Strongly supports goal

'Estimated not Modeled

Supports goal on
fewer than 4 of 6
measures

Supports goal on
fewer than 7 of 10
measures

Supports goal on
fewer than 3 of 4
measures

Supports goalon 4

Supports goal on 7 of

Supports goal on 3 of

of 6 measures 10 measures 4 measures
Supports goalon all [Supports goalonall |Supports goal on all
measures measures measures
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APPENDIX G
Index

Draft EIS Notices and Public Hearings

Notice of EIS Preparation, Project Title: Southwest Transitway, Minnesota Environmental Quality Board
(EQB) Monitor, Vol. 32, No. 18. September 8, 2008.

Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement on the Proposed Southwest Transitway
Project In Hennepin County, Minnesota, Federal Register, Vol. 73 No. 185. September 23, 2008. Announces
Scoping Meetings/Public Hearings held on October 7, 2008, October 14, 2008, and October 23, 2008.

Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Scoping Meetings/Hearings Report. Finance & Commerce. November
8,2008.

Notice of Availability for EIS No. 20120320, Draft EIS Southwest Transitway Construction and Operation
Light Rail Transit, Hennepin County, Minnesota, Federal Register, Vol. 77, No. 198. October 12, 2012.

Notice of Scoping Amendment, Public Hearings and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
Availability for the Southwest Transitway Project, Hennepin County, EQB Monitor, Vol 36, No 21. October 15,
2012. Announces Public Hearings held on November 13, 2012, November 14, 2012, and November 29, 2012.

Supplemental Draft EIS Notices and Public Hearings

Notice of Supplemental Draft EIS Preparation, Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Southwest Light Rail Transit Project (formerly referred to as the Southwest Transitway), EQB Monitor Vol.
37,No. 15.July 22, 2013.

Intent to Prepare a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Southwest Light Rail Transit
Extension Project (Formerly Referred to as the Southwest Transitway), Federal Register, Vol. 78, No. 140.
July 22, 2013.

Environmental Impact Statements; Notice of Availability for EIS No. 20150132, Draft Supplement Southwest
Light Rail Transit (Metro Green Line Extension). Federal Register, Vol 80, No. 99. May 22, 2015.

Notice of Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Southwest Light Rail Transit (Metro Green
Line Extension), EQB Monitor, Vol. 39, No. 11. May 25, 2015. Announces public open houses and hearings
held on June 16, 2015, June 17, 2015, and June 18, 2015.

Section 4(f)

Notice of Availability of Southwest Light Rail Transit Project Amended Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, Federal
Register, Vol. 81, No. 6. January 11, 2016.

Southwest Light Rail Transit Project Amended Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation Available, EQB Monitor Vol. 40,
No. 2. January 11, 2016.

Other Public Meetings

Operation and Maintenance Facility Site Selection, Public Open Houses, May 2013.
Freight Rail Issues, Public Open Houses, June 2013.

Light Rail Transit Station Locations, Public Open Houses, June 2013.

Freight Rail Issues, Public Community Meetings, July 2013.

Southwest Light Rail Transit Recommendations for the Minneapolis Segment, Public Open House, October
2013.

Southwest Light Rail Transit Studies in the Kenilworth Corridor, Town Hall/Community Meetings, January
2014.

Public Notices G-1
May 2016



SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Draft Results of the Southwest Light Rail Transit Studies in the Kenilworth Corridor, Town Hall/Community
Meetings, February 2014.

Southwest Light Rail Transit Station Design, Community Open Houses, April 2015.

Kenilworth Landscape Design Project, Be a Part of the Project by Participating in an Interactive Community
Workshop, Community Workshop #1, June 13, 2015.

Kenilworth Landscape Design Project, Review Proposed Concepts, Community Workshop #2, August 8, 2015.

Kenilworth Landscape Design Project, Review Design Recommendations, Community Meeting, November 18,
2015.

Public Notices G-2
May 2016
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STATE AND COMMUNITY SERVICES

Publication Date: September 8, 2008 Next Publication:  September 22, 2008
Vol. 32, No.18 Submittal Deadline: September 15, 2008

4 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT WORKSHEETS

EAW Comment Deadline: October 8, 2008

New EAW Form & AUAR Guidance Now Posted

The EQB has posted revised versions of the EAW form and the Alternative Urban Areawide
Review (AUAR) process guidance at its website. These versions supersede all previous versions
and should now be used when initiating an EAW or AUAR (except for feedlots EAWSs which
have their own custom form). The new EAW form and AUAR guidance can be accessed and
downloaded from: www.egb.state.mn.us/EnvRevGuidanceDocuments.htm. The EAW form is
available in two formats: as an rtf file for electronic preparation or as a pdf file that can be
printed and filled out as a paper form.

The guidance document EAW Guidelines has not been updated at this time. Although some of its
content is outdated, that document (February 2000 edition) still contains useful information and
should be consulted when completing the EAW form. It is available at the same website location
as the EAW form. An updated version is planned to accompany the next revision of the EAW
form (date uncertain).

Any questions about the new form or guidance should be directed to the EQB staff at
651-201-2492.

EQB MONITOR



http://www.eqb.state.mn.us/EnvRevGuidanceDocuments.htm

EQB Monitor Vol. 32, No. 18

Publication Date: September 8, 2008

review requirements for the project. The DNR and USACE invite comments on the proposed EIS scope during
the 30-day scoping period that concludes Wednesday, October 8, 2008, at 4:30 p.m.

The DNR will hold a public scoping meeting on Wednesday, October 1, 2008, beginning at 6:30 p.m., at the
Nashwauk-Keewatin High School, 400 Second Street, Nashwauk, Minnesota.

Public review copies of the Scoping EAW and Draft Scoping Decision Document have been placed at the
following locations:

DNR Library DNR Regional Headquarters

500 Lafayette Road, St. Paul 1201 East Highway 2, Grand Rapids

Duluth Public Library Minneapolis Public Library — Technology and Science
520 West Superior Street, Duluth 250 Marquette Avenue, Minneapolis

Hibbing Public Library Keewatin Public Library

2020 E 5™ Avenue, Hibbing 125 3" Avenue West, Keewatin

The Scoping EAW/Draft Scoping Decision Document can also be viewed on DNR’s website at
www.dnr.state.mn.us/input/environmentalreview/keetac/index.html.

Please address any comments to the contact below, or send an email to environmental.review@dnr.state.mn.us.
Please include the words, “Keetac Mine Expansion Project” in the subject line of the email. All emails should
include a name and legal mailing address.

RGU: Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

Contact Person:

Erik Carlson

Principal Planner

Environmental Policy and Review Unit
MN Department of Natural Resources
Division of Ecological Services

500 Lafayette Road, Box 25

St. Paul, MN 55155-4025

Phone: 651-259-5162

Fax: 651-297-1500

NOTICE OF EIS PREPARATION

Project Title: Southwest Transitway

Description: The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority
(HCRRA) are planning to prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) for the proposed Southwest
Transitway Project, a 14-mile corridor of transportation improvements that links Eden Prairie, Minnetonka,
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Edina, Hopkins, St. Louis Park, and Minneapolis neighborhoods and downtown Minneapolis. The EIS will be
prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Minnesota Environmental Policy
Act (MEPA) as well as provisions of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). The purpose of this Notice of Intent (NOI) is to alert interested parties
regarding the plan to prepare the EIS to provide information on the nature of the proposed transit project, to
invite participation in the EIS process, including comments on the scope of the EIS, including the project
purpose and need, the alternatives to be studied, and the potential social, economic, environmental and
transportation impacts to be evaluated.

DATES: Written comments on the scope of the EIS by all interested individuals and organizations, public
agencies, and Native American Tribes on the scope of the EIS, including the purpose and need for the proposed
action; alternatives that may be less costly or have less environmental or community impacts while achieving
similar transportation objectives; and the identification of any significant social, economic, or environmental
issues relating to the alternatives are invited. Public scoping meetings will be held to accept comments on the
scope of the EIS. The scoping meetings will be composed of a one hour public open house followed by a formal
public hearing hosted by the HCRRA and will be held at the following locations on the following dates:

Tuesday, October 7, 2008 Tuesday October 14, 2008
2:00 PM open house 5:00 PM open house

3:00 PM public hearing 6:00 PM public hearing
Hennepin County Government Center St. Louis Park City Hall

300 South 6" Street 5005 Minnetonka Boulevard
Minneapolis, MN 55487 St. Louis Park, MN 55416

Thursday, October 23, 2008
5:00 PM open house

6:00 PM public hearing
Eden Prairie City Hall

8080 Mitchell Road

Eden Prairie, MN 55344

The locations for all scoping meetings are accessible to persons with disabilities. Any individual who requires
special assistance, such as a sign language interpreter, to participate in a scoping meeting should contact Ms.
Katie Walker, AICP, Transit Project Manager, Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit, 417
North 5" Street, Suite 320, Minneapolis, MN 55401, Telephone: (612) 348-9260; e-mail:
Katie.Walker@co.hennepin.mn.us. Requests for special assistance should be made two weeks in advance of the
scheduled meeting.

Scoping materials will be available at the meetings and are available by clicking on the Southwest Transitway
Web site at www.southwesttransitway.org. Hard copies of the scoping materials are available from Ms. Katie
Walker, AICP, at the 417 North 5™ Street, Suite 320, Minneapolis, MN 55401, Telephone: (612) 348-2190; e-
mail: Katie.Walker@co.hennepin.mn.us. An interagency scoping meeting will be scheduled with agencies
having an interest in the proposed project.

In addition to receiving comments at the public hearings, the public may submit comments by e-mail, mail, fax,
or via the Web site.

ADDRESSES:

WRITTEN COMMENTS SHOULD BE SENT TO: Ms. Katie Walker, AICP, Transit Project Manager,
Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit, 417 North 5th Street, Suite 320, Minneapolis, MN
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55401, Telephone: (612) 348-2190; e-mail: Katie.Walker@co.hennepin.mn.us.,; Fax: (612) 348-9710; or can
be made at <www.southwesttransitway.org>. Comments will be accepted until 5:00 PM on November 7, 2008.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, CONTACT: Mr. David Werner at FTA, Region V, 300 West Adams
Street, Suite 320, Chicago, Illinois 60606, Telephone: (312) 353-2789; e-mail: David.Werner@dot.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

The Proposed Project would provide for transit improvements within the Southwest Corridor, which extends
approximately 14 miles from downtown Minneapolis to Eden Prairie through St. Louis Park, Hopkins, and
Minnetonka. The proposed project was the subject of an Alternatives Analysis (AA), which recommended three
light rail transit (LRT) alternatives and one Enhanced Bus alternative for inclusion in an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). The proposed project would provide high-frequency (7.5 minute peak), bi-directional transit
service 20 hours per day seven days per week. Stations are proposed at %2 to 1 mile intervals providing service
to key activity centers including, but not limited to, downtown Minneapolis, the new Twins Baseball Stadium,
the Walker Art Center, the Minneapolis Convention Center, Eat Street, Uptown, Calhoun Village/Commons,
Methodist Hospital, Excelsior/Grand, Cargill, SuperValu, Opus, Golden Triangle, and the Eden Prairie Center
Mall.

Purpose and Need for the Project

The intent of the Southwest Transitway Project is to improve mobility, further develop multi-modal options,
and increase transportation choices for the traveling public. The overall goals of the proposed project are to: (1)
improve mobility; (2) provide a cost-effective, efficient travel option; (3) protect the environment; (4) preserve
and protect the quality of life in the study area and the region; and, (5) support economic development.

The Southwest Transitway was first identified as a potential transitway in the mid-1980s reflecting the projected
strong growth for this area by the Metropolitan Council. Since the mid-1980s numerous studies by the
Metropolitan Council, Mn/DOT, and Hennepin County have documented the transportation needs of the study
area. These studies are available for review at the Southwest Transitway Web site
<www.southwesttransitway.org> The Southwest Transitway is identified in the Metropolitan Council’s
Transportation Policy Plan (TPP) as a Tier 2 transitway. <www.metrocouncil.org>.

With Southwest Transitway communities projected to encompass 25 percent of the regional employment base
by 2030, the Twin Cities region needs to maintain the ability to travel to, from, and through Southwest
Transitway communities efficiently, and at acceptable cost. The six communities that make up the Southwest
Transitway study area need to accommodate additional transportation capacity while preserving the corridor’s
business advantages, environmental features, and quality of life for residents.

Additional considerations supporting the project’s need include:

Declining mobility is being experienced by residents, workers and visitors to the study area. This is caused by
travel resulting from the high employment and residential growth of the area, which is outstripping the capacity
of the existing transportation system. Currently 27 percent of all regional trips begin or end in the corridor and
65 percent of the trips generated within the corridor stay in the corridor. The study area includes two of the
region’s largest employment centers, downtown Minneapolis with over 140,000 jobs, and Golden Triangle with
over 50,000 jobs. Travel on area roadways has increased by 80 to 150 percent over the past 25 years. This has
led to increasing congestion with no plans by the state, region or county to significantly expand the roadway
system. The area is projected to continue to grow with a significant portion of the 1 million people and 500,000
jobs the region expects to add by 2030 locating within the study area.

Competitive, reliable transit options are not available for many study area choice riders and transit dependent
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persons. Due to congested roadways and circuitous roadway networks, it is difficult to provide the significant
travel time advantages that would attract choice riders to the transit system and to adequately serve transit-
dependent people living in and around downtown Minneapolis attempting to access the growing job base in the
study area. The study area roadway network is oriented north-south/east-west where development patterns have
radiated outward from downtown Minneapolis on a diagonal. The number of transit-dependent people is
growing in the study area, primarily in and around downtown Minneapolis. The roadway network through these
neighborhoods is circuitous and has many one-way streets.

Alternatives to be Considered

After a two-year study of transit alternatives, three light rail transit routes (Build Alternatives) have been
identified for further evaluation in the EIS to determine which would best serve the study area. Other
alternatives currently under consideration include a future No-Build Alternative, and a Transportation Systems
Management (TSM) Alternative, also known as Enhanced Bus.

Build Alternatives to be Considered

Light Rail Transit LA: This alternative would operate from downtown Minneapolis to Eden Prairie (TH 5) via
an extension of the Hiawatha LRT tracks on 5" Street past the downtown Minneapolis Intermodal Station to
Royalston Avenue to the Kenilworth Corridor through Minneapolis and the HCRRA property through St. Louis
Park, Hopkins, Minnetonka and Eden Prairie terminating at TH 5 and the HCRRA’s property. Stations are
proposed at Royalston Ave., Van White Blvd., Penn Ave., 21% St., West Lake St., Beltline Blvd., Wooddale
Ave., Louisiana Ave., Blake Rd. downtown Hopkins, Shady Oak Rd., Rowland Rd., TH 62, and TH 5.

Light Rail Transit 3A: This alternative would operate from downtown Minneapolis to Eden Prairie (Mitchell
Road/TH 5) via an extension of the Hiawatha LRT tracks on 5 Street past the downtown Minneapolis
Intermodal Station to Royalston Avenue to the Kenilworth Corridor through Minneapolis, the HCRRA property
in St. Louis Park and Hopkins, to new right-of-way through the Opus/Golden Triangle area, the Eden Prairie
Major Center area terminating at TH 5 and Mitchell Road. Stations are proposed at Royalston Ave., Van White
Blvd., Penn Ave., 21° St., West Lake St., Beltline Blvd. Wooddale Ave., Louisiana Ave., Blake Rd., downtown
Hopkins, Shady Oak Rd., Opus, City West, Golden Triangle, Eden Prairie Town Center, SouthWest Station,
and Mitchell Rd.

Light Rail Transit 3C: This alternative would operate from downtown Minneapolis to Eden Prairie (Mitchell
Road/TH 5) via Nicollet Mall to Nicollet Avenue (tunnel from Franklin Avenue to 28" Street), the Midtown
Corridor through Minneapolis, the HCRRA property in St. Louis Park and Hopkins, to new right-of-way
through the Opus/Golden Triangle, the Eden Prairie Major Center area terminating at TH 5 and Mitchell Road.
Stations are proposed at 4" St., 8" St., 12" St., Franklin Ave., 28" St., Lyndale Ave., Hennepin Ave., West
Lake St., Beltline Blvd., Wooddale Ave., Louisiana Ave., Blake Rd., downtown Hopkins, Shady Oak Rd.,
Opus, City West, Golden Triangle, Eden Prairie Town Center, SouthWest Station, and Mitchell Rd.

No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative contemplates roadway and transit facility and service improvements (other than the
proposed project) planned, programmed and included in the Financially Constrained Regional Transportation
Policy Plan to be implemented by the Year 2030. It includes minor transit service expansions and/or
adjustments that reflect a continuation of existing service policies as identified by the Metropolitan Council.
The No-Build Alternative serves as the NEPA baseline against which environmental effects of other
alternatives, including the proposed project, will be measured.

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative
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The TSM Alternative (Enhanced Bus) is designed to provide lower cost, operationally-oriented improvements
to address the project’s purpose and need as much as possible without a major transit investment. It includes
minor modifications to the existing express service, and would augment Metro Transit and SouthWest Transit
service between Minneapolis and Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, Hopkins, and St. Louis Park. This alternative will
serve as the New Starts Baseline against which the cost-effectiveness of the proposed project will be measured,
and includes improvements identified in the No-Build Alternative.

In addition to the above described alternatives, other additional reasonable transit alternatives identified through
the scoping process that provide similar transportation benefits while reducing or avoiding adverse impacts will
be evaluated for potential inclusion in the EIS. Because of the sensitive adjacent land uses located in many parts
of this corridor, all alternatives will need to consider a full range of design and mitigation solutions to enlist the
support of local communities for the completion of this line.

Probable Effects
The EIS Process and the Role of Participating Agencies and the Public

The purpose of the EIS process is to explore in a public setting the effects of the proposed project and its
alternatives on the physical, human, and natural environment. The FTA and the HCRRA will evaluate all
significant environmental, social, and economic impacts of the construction and operation of the proposed
project. Impact areas to be addressed include: transportation; land use, zoning, and economic development;
secondary development; land acquisition, displacements, and relocations; cultural resource, including impacts
on historical and archaeological resources and parklands/recreation areas; neighborhood compatibility and
environmental justice; natural resource impacts including air quality, wetlands, water resources, noise,
vibration; energy use; safety and security; wildlife and ecosystems, including endangered species. Measures to
avoid, minimize, and mitigate all adverse impacts will be identified and evaluated.

Regulations implementing NEPA, as well as provisions of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), call for public involvement in the EIS process.
Section 6002 of SAFETEAU-LU requires that FTA and the HCRRA do the following: (1) Extend an invitation
to other Federal and non-Federal agencies and Indian tribes that may have an interest in the proposed project to
become ““participating agencies," (2) provide an opportunity for involvement by participating agencies and the
public in helping to define the purpose and need for a proposed project, as well as the range of alternatives for
consideration in the EIS, and (3) establish a plan for coordinating public and agency participation in, and
comment on, the environmental review process. An invitation to become a participating agency, with the
scoping materials appended, will be extended to other Federal and non-Federal agencies and Native American
tribes that may have an interest in the proposed project. It is possible that FTA and the HCRRA will not be able
to identify all Federal and non-Federal agencies and tribes that may have such an interest. Any Federal or non-
Federal agency or tribe interested in the proposed project that does not receive an invitation to become a
participating agency should notify, at the earliest opportunity, the Project Manager identified above under
ADDRESSES.

A comprehensive public involvement program will be developed and a Coordination Plan for public and
interagency involvement will be created and posted on the project Web site at <www.southwesttransitway.org>.

The public involvement program includes a full range of involvement activities including the project Web site
(referenced above); outreach to local officials, community and civic groups, and the public; and development
and distribution of project newsletters. Specific mechanisms for involvement will be detailed in the public
involvement program.
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The public and participating agencies are invited to consider and comment on this preliminary statement of the
purpose and need for the proposed Southwest Transitway project. Suggestions for modifications to the
statement of purpose and need for the proposed project are welcome and will be given serious consideration.
Comments on potentially significant environmental impacts that may be associated with the proposed project
and alternatives are also welcome. There will be additional opportunities to participate in the scoping process at
the public meetings announced in this notice.

The HCRRA will be seeking New Starts funding for the proposed project under 49 U.S.C. 5309 and, therefore,
will be subject to New Starts regulations (49 CFR Part 611). The New Starts regulation requires a planning
Alternatives Analysis that leads to the selection of a locally preferred alternative and the inclusion of the locally
preferred alternative as part of the long-range transportation plan adopted by the Metropolitan Council. The
New Starts regulation also requires the submission of certain project-justification information in support of a
request to initiate preliminary engineering, and this information is normally developed in conjunction with the
NEPA process. Pertinent New Starts evaluation criteria will be included in the Final EIS.

The EIS will be prepared in accordance with NEPA and its implementing regulations issued by the Council on
Environmental Quality (40 CFR parts 1500-1508) and with the FTA/Federal Highway Administration
regulations “"Environmental Impact and Related Procedures” (23 CFR part 771). In accordance with 23 CFR
771.105(a) and 771.133, FTA will comply with all Federal environmental laws, regulations, and executive
orders applicable to the proposed project during the environmental review process to the maximum extent
practicable. These requirements include, but are not limited to, the environmental and public hearing provisions
of Federal transit laws (49 U.S.C. 5301(e), 5323(b), and 5324), the project-level air quality conformity
regulation of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (40 CFR part 93), the Section 404(b)(1)
guidelines of EPA (40 CFR part 230), the regulation implementing Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (36 CFR Part 800), the regulation implementing Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (50
CFR part 402), Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (23 CFR 771.135), and Executive

Orders 12898 on environmental justice, 11988 on floodplain management, and 11990 on wetlands.

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING and ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
(EA) AVAILABILITY FOR THE WEST BELTLINE PROJECT

Steele County

Notice is hereby given that a Public Hearing will be held at 7:15 p.m. on September 23 2008 at the Steele
County Boardroom located at 630 Florence Avenue, Owatonna, Minnesota. The purpose of the meeting is to
gather public comments regarding the construction of CSAH 7/39™ Avenue/West Beltline project in western
Owatonna.

The Public Hearing will be held within a 30-day comment period for the Environment Assessment (EA). The
comment period begins on September 8, 2008 and ends on October 8, 2008. The EA will be available for
viewing at the following locations:

http://www.co.steele.mn.us/ENGIN/engin.html

Steele County Highway Department Owatonna Public Library
Steele County Annex 105 North EIm Avenue
635 Florence Avenue Owatonna, MN 55060

Owatonna, MN 55060
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of American Statistical Association,
June 1971). A 1964 California Driver
Record Study prepared by the California
Department of Motor Vehicles
concluded that the best overall crash
predictor for both concurrent and
nonconcurrent events is the number of
single convictions. This study used 3
consecutive years of data, comparing the
experiences of drivers in the first 2 years
with their experiences in the final year.

Applying principles from these
studies to the past 3-year record of the
23 applicants, two of the applicants had
a traffic violation for speeding, one of
the applicants had a traffic violation for
failure unsafe lane changes, one of the
applicants had a traffic violation for
following another vehicle too closely,
and four of the applicants were involved
in crashes. The applicants achieved this
record of safety while driving with their
vision impairment, demonstrating the
likelihood that they have adapted their
driving skills to accommodate their
condition. As the applicants’ ample
driving histories with their vision
deficiencies are good predictors of
future performance, FMCSA concludes
their ability to drive safely can be
projected into the future.

We believe the applicants’ intrastate
driving experience and history provide
an adequate basis for predicting their
ability to drive safely in interstate
commerce. Intrastate driving, like
interstate operations, involves
substantial driving on highways on the
interstate system and on other roads
built to interstate standards. Moreover,
driving in congested urban areas
exposes the driver to more pedestrian
and vehicular traffic than exists on
interstate highways. Faster reaction to
traffic and traffic signals is generally
required because distances between
them are more compact. These
conditions tax visual capacity and
driver response just as intensely as
interstate driving conditions. The
veteran drivers in this proceeding have
operated CMVs safely under those
conditions for at least 3 years, most for
much longer. Their experience and
driving records lead us to believe that
each applicant is capable of operating in
interstate commerce as safely as he/she
has been performing in intrastate
commerce. Consequently, FMCSA finds
that exempting these applicants from
the vision standard in 49 CFR
391.41(b)(10) is likely to achieve a level
of safety equal to that existing without
the exemption. For this reason, the
Agency is granting the exemptions for
the 2-year period allowed by 49 U.S.C.
31136(e) and 31315 to 67 of the 23
applicants listed in the notice of August
12, 2008 (73 FR 46973).

We recognize that the vision of an
applicant may change and affect his/her
ability to operate a CMV as safely as in
the past. As a condition of the
exemption, therefore, FMCSA will
impose requirements on the 23
individuals consistent with the
grandfathering provisions applied to
drivers who participated in the
Agency'’s vision waiver program.

Those requirements are found at 49
CFR 391.64(b) and include the
following: (1) That each individual be
physically examined every year (a) by
an ophthalmologist or optometrist who
attests that the vision in the better eye
continues to meet the standard in 49
CFR 391.41(b)(10), and (b) by a medical
examiner who attests that the individual
is otherwise physically qualified under
49 CFR 391.41; (2) that each individual
provide a copy of the ophthalmologist’s
or optometrist’s report to the medical
examiner at the time of the annual
medical examination; and (3) that each
individual provide a copy of the annual
medical certification to the employer for
retention in the driver’s qualification
file, or keep a copy in his/her driver’s
qualification file if he/she is self-
employed. The driver must also have a
copy of the certification when driving,
for presentation to a duly authorized
Federal, State, or local enforcement
official.

Discussion of Comments

FMCSA received one comment in this
proceeding. The comment was
considered and discussed below.

Advocates for Highway and Auto
Safety (Advocates) expressed opposition
to FMCSA'’s policy to grant exemptions
from the FMCSRs, including the driver
qualification standards. Specifically,
Advocates: (1) objects to the manner in
which FMCSA presents driver
information to the public and makes
safety determinations; (2) objects to the
Agency’s reliance on conclusions drawn
from the vision waiver program; (3)
claims the Agency has misinterpreted
statutory language on the granting of
exemptions (49 U.S.C. 31136(e) and
31315); and finally (4) suggests that a
1999 Supreme Court decision affects the
legal validity of vision exemptions.

The issues raised by Advocates were
addressed at length in 64 FR 51568
(September 23, 1999), 64 FR 66962
(November 30, 1999), 64 FR 69586
(December 13, 1999), 65 FR 159 (January
3, 2000), 65 FR 57230 (September 21,
2000), and 66 FR 13825 (March 7, 2001).
We will not address these points again
here, but refer interested parties to those
earlier discussions.

Conclusion

Based upon its evaluation of the 23
exemption applications, FMCSA
exempts, William C. Ball, Terrence L.
Benning, Rickie L. Boone, Robert S.
Bowen, Dennis R. Buszkiewicz, Larry T.
Byrley, Robert J. Clarke, Eldon D.
Cochran, Alfred A. Constantino, James
R. Corley, Larry D. Curry, Brian F.
Denning, Michael W. Dillard, Kelly M.
Greene, Sammy K. Hines, John H.
Holmberg, Gary R. Lomen, Leonardo
Lopez, Jr., Jeffrey F. Meier, James G.
Mitchell, Billy R. Pierce, James A. Rapp,
and Thomas P. Shank from the vision
requirement in 49 CFR 391.41(b)(10),
subject to the requirements cited above
(49 CFR 391.64(b)).

In accordance with 49 U.S.C. 31136(e)
and 31315, each exemption will be valid
for 2 years unless revoked earlier by
FMCSA. The exemption will be revoked
if: (1) The person fails to comply with
the terms and conditions of the
exemption; (2) the exemption has
resulted in a lower level of safety than
was maintained before it was granted; or
(3) continuation of the exemption would
not be consistent with the goals and
objectives of 49 U.S.C. 31136 and 31315.

If the exemption is still effective at the
end of the 2-year period, the person may
apply to FMCSA for a renewal under
procedures in effect at that time.

Issued on: September 17, 2008.
Larry W. Minor,

Associate Administrator for Policy and
Program Development.

[FR Doc. E8—22226 Filed 9-22—08; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-EX-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Transit Administration

Preparation of an Environmental
Impact Statement on the Proposed
Southwest Transitway Project in
Hennepin, Minnesota

AGENCY: Federal Transit Administration,
DOT.

ACTION: Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement on the
Proposed Southwest Transitway Project
in Hennepin County, Minnesota.

SUMMARY: The Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) and the Hennepin
County Regional Railroad Authority
(HCRRA) are planning to prepare an
environmental impact statement (EIS)
for the proposed Southwest Transitway
Project, a 14-mile corridor of
transportation improvements that links
Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, Edina,
Hopkins, St. Louis Park, and
Minneapolis neighborhoods and
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downtown Minneapolis. The EIS will be

prepared in accordance with the

National Environmental Policy Act

(NEPA), Minnesota Environmental

Policy Act (MEPA) as well as provisions

of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible,

Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A

Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). The

purpose of this Notice of Intent (NOI) is

to alert interested parties regarding the
plan to prepare the EIS to provide
information on the nature of the
proposed transit project, to invite
participation in the EIS process,
including comments on the scope of the

EIS, including the project purpose and

need, the alternatives to be studied, and

the potential social, economic,
environmental and transportation
impacts to be evaluated.

DATES: Written comments on the scope

of the EIS by all interested individuals

and organizations, public agencies, and

Native American Tribes on the scope of

the EIS, including the purpose and need

for the proposed action; alternatives that
may be less costly or have less
environmental or community impacts
while achieving similar transportation
objectives; and the identification of any
significant social, economic, or
environmental issues relating to the
alternatives are invited. Public scoping
meetings will be held to accept
comments on the scope of the EIS. The

scoping meetings will be composed of a

one hour public open house followed by

a formal public hearing hosted by the

HCRRA and will be held at the

following locations on the following

dates:

Tuesday, October 7, 2008: 2 p.m. open
house, 3 p.m. public hearing,
Hennepin County Government Center,
300 South 6th Street, Minneapolis,
MN 55487.

Tuesday October 14, 2008: 5 p.m. open
house, 6 p.m. public hearing, St.
Louis Park City Hall, 5005
Minnetonka Boulevard, St. Louis
Park, MN 55416.

Thursday, October 23, 2008: 5 p.m.
open house, 6 p.m. public hearing,
Eden Prairie City Hall, 8080 Mitchell
Road, Eden Prairie, MN 55344
The locations for all scoping meetings

are accessible to persons with

disabilities. Any individual who

requires special assistance, such as a

sign language interpreter, to participate

in a scoping meeting should contact Ms.

Katie Walker, AICP, Transit Project

Manager, Hennepin County, Housing,

Community Works & Transit, 417 North

5th Street, Suite 320, Minneapolis, MN

55401, Telephone: (612) 348-9260; e-

mail: Katie.Walker@co.hennepin.mn.us.

Requests for special assistance should

be made two weeks in advance of the
scheduled meeting.

Scoping materials will be available at
the meetings and are available by
clicking on the Southwest Transitway
Web site at
www.southwesttransitway.org. Hard
copies of the scoping materials are
available from Ms. Katie Walker, AICP,
at 417 North 5th Street, Suite 320,
Minneapolis, MN 55401, Telephone:
(612) 348-2190; e-mail:
Katie.Walker@co.hennepin.mn.us. An
interagency scoping meeting will be
scheduled with agencies having an
interest in the proposed project.

In addition to receiving comments at
the public hearings, the public may
submit comments by e-mail, mail, fax,
or via the Web site.

ADDRESSES: Written Comments Should
Be Sent To: Ms. Katie Walker, AICP,
Transit Project Manager, Hennepin
County, Housing, Community Works &
Transit, 417 North 5th Street, Suite 320,
Minneapolis, MN 55401, Telephone:
(612) 348-2190; e-mail:
Katie.Walker@co.hennepin.mn.us.; Fax:
(612) 348-9710; or can be made at
www.southwesttransitway.org.
Comments will be accepted until 5 PM
on November 7, 2008.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, CONTACT: Mr.
David Werner at FTA, Region V, 200
West Adams Street, Suite 320, Chicago,
Illinois 60606, Telephone: (312) 353—
2789; e-mail: David.Werner@dot.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Proposed Project would provide for
transit improvements within the
Southwest Corridor, which extends
approximately 14 miles from downtown
Minneapolis to Eden Prairie through St.
Louis Park, Hopkins, and Minnetonka.
The proposed project was the subject of
an Alternatives Analysis (AA), which
recommended three light rail transit
(LRT) alternatives and one Enhanced
Bus alternative for inclusion in an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
The proposed project would provide
high-frequency (7.5 minute peak), bi-
directional transit service 20 hours per
day seven days per week. Stations are
proposed at %z to 1 mile intervals
providing service to key activity centers
including, but not limited to, downtown
Minneapolis, the new Twins Baseball
Stadium, the Walker Art Center, the
Minneapolis Convention Center, Eat
Street, Uptown, Calhoun Village/
Commons, Methodist Hospital,
Excelsior/Grand, Cargill, SuperValu,
Opus, Golden Triangle, and the Eden
Prairie Center Mall.

Purpose and Need for the Project

The intent of the Southwest
Transitway Project is to improve
mobility, further develop multi-modal
options, and increase transportation
choices for the traveling public. The
overall goals of the proposed project are
to: (1) Improve mobility; (2) provide a
cost-effective, efficient travel option; (3)
protect the environment; (4) preserve
and protect the quality of life in the
study area and the region; and, (5)
support economic development.

The Southwest Transitway was first
identified as a potential transitway in
the mid-1980s reflecting the projected
strong growth for this area by the
Metropolitan Council. Since the mid-
1980s numerous studies by the
Metropolitan Council, Mn/DOT, and
Hennepin County have documented the
transportation needs of the study area.
These studies are available for review at
the Southwest Transitway Web site
www.southwesttransitway.org. The
Southwest Transitway is identified in
the Metropolitan Council’s
Transportation Policy Plan (TPP) as a
Tier 2 transitway
www.metrocouncil.org.

With Southwest Transitway
communities projected to encompass 25
percent of the regional employment base
by 2030, the Twin Cities region needs to
maintain the ability to travel to, from,
and through Southwest Transitway
communities efficiently, and at
acceptable cost. The six communities
that make up the Southwest Transitway
study area need to accommodate
additional transportation capacity while
preserving the corridor’s business
advantages, environmental features, and
quality of life for residents.

Additional considerations supporting
the project’s need include:

Declining mobility is being
experienced by residents, workers and
visitors to the study area. This is caused
by travel resulting from the high
employment and residential growth of
the area, which is outstripping the
capacity of the existing transportation
system. Currently 27 percent of all
regional trips begin or end in the
corridor and 65 percent of the trips
generated within the corridor stay in the
corridor. The study area includes two of
the region’s largest employment centers,
downtown Minneapolis with over
140,000 jobs, and Golden Triangle with
over 50,000 jobs. Travel on area
roadways has increased by 80 to 150
percent over the past 25 years. This has
led to increasing congestion with no
plans by the state, region or county to
significantly expand the roadway
system. The area is projected to
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continue to grow with a significant
portion of the 1 million people and
500,000 jobs the region expects to add
by 2030 locating within the study area.

Competitive, reliable transit options
are not available for many study area
choice riders and transit dependent
persons. Due to congested roadways and
circuitous roadway networks, it is
difficult to provide the significant travel
time advantages that would attract
choice riders to the transit system and
to adequately serve transit-dependent
people living in and around downtown
Minneapolis attempting to access the
growing job base in the study area. The
study area roadway network is oriented
north-south/east-west where
development patterns have radiated
outward from downtown Minneapolis
on a diagonal. The number of transit-
dependent people is growing in the
study area, primarily in and around
downtown Minneapolis. The roadway
network through these neighborhoods is
circuitous and has many one-way
streets.

Alternatives To Be Considered

After a two-year study of transit
alternatives, three light rail transit
routes (Build Alternatives) have been
identified for further evaluation in the
EIS to determine which would best
serve the study area. Other alternatives
currently under consideration include a
future No-Build Alternative, and a
Transportation Systems Management
(TSM) Alternative, also known as
Enhanced Bus.

Build Alternatives To Be Considered

Light Rail Transit 1A: This alternative
would operate from downtown
Minneapolis to Eden Prairie (TH 5) via
an extension of the Hiawatha LRT tracks
on 5th Street past the downtown
Minneapolis Intermodal Station to
Royalston Avenue to the Kenilworth
Corridor through Minneapolis and the
HCRRA property through St. Louis Park,
Hopkins, Minnetonka and Eden Prairie
terminating at TH 5 and the HCRRA’s
property. Stations are proposed at
Royalston Ave., Van White Blvd., Penn
Ave., 21st St., West Lake St., Beltline
Blvd., Wooddale Ave., Louisiana Ave.,
Blake Rd. downtown Hopkins, Shady
Oak Rd., Rowland Rd., TH 62, and TH
5.

Light Rail Transit 3A: This alternative
would operate from downtown
Minneapolis to Eden Prairie (Mitchell
Road/TH 5) via an extension of the
Hiawatha LRT tracks on 5th Street past
the downtown Minneapolis Intermodal
Station to Royalston Avenue to the
Kenilworth Corridor through
Minneapolis, the HCRRA property in St.

Louis Park and Hopkins, to new right-
of-way through the Opus/Golden
Triangle area, the Eden Prairie Major
Center area terminating at TH 5 and
Mitchell Road. Stations are proposed at
Royalston Ave., Van White Blvd., Penn
Ave., 21st St., West Lake St., Beltline
Blvd. Wooddale Ave., Louisiana Ave.,
Blake Rd., downtown Hopkins, Shady
Oak Rd., Opus, City West, Golden
Triangle, Eden Prairie Town Center,
SouthWest Station, and Mitchell Rd.

Light Rail Transit 3C: This alternative
would operate from downtown
Minneapolis to Eden Prairie (Mitchell
Road/TH 5) via Nicollet Mall to Nicollet
Avenue (tunnel from Franklin Avenue
to 28th Street), the Midtown Corridor
through Minneapolis, the HCRRA
property in St. Louis Park and Hopkins,
to new right-of-way through the Opus/
Golden Triangle, the Eden Prairie Major
Center area terminating at TH 5 and
Mitchell Road. Stations are proposed at
4th St., 8th St., 12th St., Franklin Ave.,
28th St., Lyndale Ave., Hennepin Ave.,
West Lake St., Beltline Blvd., Wooddale
Ave., Louisiana Ave., Blake Rd.,
downtown Hopkins, Shady Oak Rd.,
Opus, City West, Golden Triangle, Eden
Prairie Town Center, SouthWest Station,
and Mitchell Rd.

No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative
contemplates roadway and transit
facility and service improvements (other
than the proposed project) planned,
programmed and included in the
Financially Constrained Regional
Transportation Policy Plan to be
implemented by the Year 2030. It
includes minor transit service
expansions and/or adjustments that
reflect a continuation of existing service
policies as identified by the
Metropolitan Council. The No-Build
Alternative serves as the NEPA baseline
against which environmental effects of
other alternatives, including the
proposed project, will be measured.

Transportation Systems Management
(TSM) Alternative

The TSM Alternative (Enhanced Bus)
is designed to provide lower cost,
operationally-oriented improvements to
address the project’s purpose and need
as much as possible without a major
transit investment. It includes minor
modifications to the existing express
service, and would augment Metro
Transit and SouthWest Transit service
between Minneapolis and Eden Prairie,
Minnetonka, Hopkins, and St. Louis
Park. This alternative will serve as the
New Starts Baseline against which the
cost-effectiveness of the proposed
project will be measured, and includes

improvements identified in the No-
Build Alternative.

In addition to the above described
alternatives, other additional reasonable
transit alternatives identified through
the scoping process that provide similar
transportation benefits while reducing
or avoiding adverse impacts will be
evaluated for potential inclusion in the
EIS. Because of the sensitive adjacent
land uses located in many parts of this
corridor, all alternatives will need to
consider a full range of design and
mitigation solutions to enlist the
support of local communities for the
completion of this line.

Probable Effects

The EIS Process and the Role of
Participating Agencies and the Public

The purpose of the EIS process is to
explore in a public setting the effects of
the proposed project and its alternatives
on the physical, human, and natural
environment. The FTA and the HCRRA
will evaluate all significant
environmental, social, and economic
impacts of the construction and
operation of the proposed project.
Impact areas to be addressed include:
transportation; land use, zoning, and
economic development; secondary
development; land acquisition,
displacements, and relocations; cultural
resource, including impacts on
historical and archaeological resources
and parklands/recreation areas;
neighborhood compatibility and
environmental justice; natural resource
impacts including air quality, wetlands,
water resources, noise, vibration; energy
use; safety and security; wildlife and
ecosystems, including endangered
species. Measures to avoid, minimize,
and mitigate all adverse impacts will be
identified and evaluated.

Regulations implementing NEPA, as
well as provisions of the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users (SAFETEA-LU), call for public
involvement in the EIS process. Section
6002 of SAFETEAU-LU requires that
FTA and the HCRRA do the following:
(1) Extend an invitation to other Federal
and non-Federal agencies and Indian
tribes that may have an interest in the
proposed project to become
“participating agencies,” (2) provide an
opportunity for involvement by
participating agencies and the public in
helping to define the purpose and need
for a proposed project, as well as the
range of alternatives for consideration in
the EIS, and (3) establish a plan for
coordinating public and agency
participation in, and comment on, the
environmental review process. An
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invitation to become a participating
agency, with the scoping materials
appended, will be extended to other
Federal and non-Federal agencies and
Native American tribes that may have
an interest in the proposed project. It is
possible that FTA and the HCRRA will
not be able to identify all Federal and
non-Federal agencies and tribes that
may have such an interest. Any Federal
or non-Federal agency or tribe interested
in the proposed project that does not
receive an invitation to become a
participating agency should notify, at
the earliest opportunity, the Project
Manager identified above under
ADDRESSES.

A comprehensive public involvement
program will be developed and a
Coordination Plan for public and
interagency involvement will be created
and posted on the project Web site at
www.southwesttransitway.org.

The public involvement program
includes a full range of involvement
activities including the project Web site
(referenced above); outreach to local
officials, community and civic groups,
and the public; and development and
distribution of project newsletters.
Specific mechanisms for involvement
will be detailed in the public
involvement program.

The public and participating agencies
are invited to consider and comment on
this preliminary statement of the
purpose and need for the proposed
Southwest Transitway project.
Suggestions for modifications to the
statement of purpose and need for the
proposed project are welcome and will
be given serious consideration.
Comments on potentially significant
environmental impacts that may be
associated with the proposed project
and alternatives are also welcome.
There will be additional opportunities
to participate in the scoping process at
the public meetings announced in this
notice.

The HCRRA will be seeking New
Starts funding for the proposed project
under 49 U.S.C. 5309 and, therefore,
will be subject to New Starts regulations
(49 CFR Part 611). The New Starts
regulation requires a planning
Alternatives Analysis that leads to the
selection of a locally preferred
alternative and the inclusion of the
locally preferred alternative as part of
the long-range transportation plan
adopted by the Metropolitan Council.
The New Starts regulation also requires
the submission of certain project-
justification information in support of a
request to initiate preliminary
engineering, and this information is
normally developed in conjunction with
the NEPA process. Pertinent New Starts

evaluation criteria will be included in
the Final EIS.

The EIS will be prepared in
accordance with NEPA and its
implementing regulations issued by the
Council on Environmental Quality (40
CFR parts 1500-1508) and with the
FTA/Federal Highway Administration
regulations “Environmental Impact and
Related Procedures” (23 CFR part 771).
In accordance with 23 CFR 771.105(a)
and 771.133, FTA will comply with all
Federal environmental laws,
regulations, and executive orders
applicable to the proposed project
during the environmental review
process to the maximum extent
practicable. These requirements
include, but are not limited to, the
environmental and public hearing
provisions of Federal transit laws (49
U.S.C. 5301(e), 5323(b), and 5324), the
project-level air quality conformity
regulation of the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) (40 CFR part
93), the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines of
EPA (40 CFR part 230), the regulation
implementing Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (36
CFR part 800), the regulation
implementing Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act (50 CFR part
402), Section 4(f) of the Department of
Transportation Act (23 CFR 771.135),
and Executive Orders 12898 on
Environmental justice, 11988 on
Floodplain Management, and 11990 on
Wetlands.

Issued on September 18, 2008.
Marisol R. Simon,

Regional Administrator, Region V, Federal
Transit Administration.

[FR Doc. E8-22257 Filed 9-22-08; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-57-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Maritime Administration

Reports, Forms and Recordkeeping
Requirements; Agency Information
Collection Activity Under OMB Review

AGENCY: Maritime Administration, DOT.

ACTION: Notice and request for
comments.

SUMMARY: In compliance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.), this notice
announces that the information
collection abstracted below has been
forwarded to the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) for review and
approval. The nature of the information
collection is described as well as its
expected burden. The Federal Register
Notice with a 60-day comment period

soliciting comments on the following
collection of information was published
on June 18, 2008, and comments were
due by August 18, 2008. No comments
were received.

DATES: Comments must be submitted on
or before October 23, 2008.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Elizabeth Gearhart, Maritime
Administration, 1200 New Jersey
Avenue, SE., Washington, DC 20590.
Telephone: 202-366—1867; or e-mail:
beth.gearhart@dot.gov. Copies of this
collection also can be obtained from that
office.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Maritime
Administration (MARAD).

Title: Shipbuilding Orderbook and
Shipyard Employment.

OMB Control Number: 2133-0029.

Type Of Request: Extension of
currently approved collection.

Affected Public: Owners of U.S.
shipyards who agree to complete the
requested information.

Forms: MA—-832.

Abstract: MARAD collects this
information from the shipbuilding and
ship repair industry primarily to
determine if an adequate mobilization
base exists for national defense and for
use in a national emergency.

Annual Estimated Burden Hours: 400
hours.

Addresses: Send comments to the
Office of Information and Regulatory
Affairs, Office of Management and
Budget, 725 17th Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20503, Attention
MARAD Desk Officer.

Comments Are Invited On: Whether
the proposed collection of information
is necessary for the proper performance
of the functions of the agency, including
whether the information will have
practical utility; the accuracy of the
agency’s estimate of the burden of the
proposed information collection; ways
to enhance the quality, utility and
clarity of the information to be
collected; and ways to minimize the
burden of the collection of information
on respondents, including the use of
automated collection techniques or
other forms of information technology.

A comment to OMB is best assured of
having its full effect if OMB receives it
within 30 days of publication.

Authority: 49 CFR 1.66.

Issued in Washington, DC on September
15, 2008.

Leonard Sutter,

Secretary, Maritime Administration.

[FR Doc. E8-22135 Filed 9-22—08; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-81-P
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Officizl Publication

MINNEAPOLIS HERITAGE PRESERVATION COMMISSION ROOM 317, CITY HALL 350 SOUTH FIFTH STREET
MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55415-1385 REGULAR MEETING TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 1§, 2008 4:30 .M. AGENDA

{Published in Finance and Commerce November §, 2003)

Board Membership: Mr. Chad Earsen, Mr, John Crippen, Ms. Den#ta Lemmon, Ms. Kathleen Anderson, Ms. Meghan Ellott, Ms, Chrstina
Harrison, Mr. Kevin Kelley, Ms, Gmny Eackovie, Ms. Linda Mack, znd Ms. Deborah Morse-Rahn. Committee Clerk: Dana Armstrong,
612.673.2615

CALL TO ORDER
Roll Call Petitions and Communicaticns Approval of Agendz Approval of Actions from Octeber 28, 2608, HPC meeting.
PUBLEC HEARINGS

+ Reminder to appEcants and others that if they are gaing to speak at the pubbic hearing, plase sign in on the sheet ontside of the door and
speak clearly into the microphore. » Reminder to applicants and others, plase contact staff after the hearing with any questions regacding
thefr projects. » Reminder that food and beverages are prohibited from the Council Chambers, For Presentation 1, 88 North 17th Street,
Basilica of Saint Mary - Individual Landmark, Ward 7 S1aff: Brizn Schaffer, §12.673.2570 Certificate of Appropriateness to allow for a
wew freesianding ground sign conlammyg an temasly Thuminated sign cabinet

INFORMATION TTEMS

2. Update on Demolilion Pennits Staff: Brian Schaffer, 612.673.2670 New Busimess Adjournment The Next Regulir Heritage
Preservation Commission Meeting December 2, 2008 The Chair reserves the right to limif discussion on Agenda ilems. Heritage
Preservation Commission decisions are final unless appealed. Attention: The meeting site s wheelchair zccessible: if you need other
disability related accommodations, such as a sign lnguage interpreter or matesik in akternative format, please vontact 612.673.3220
(673.2157) TEDY/VOICE at kast five days prior to the meeting Attention; If you want help transhting this mformation, call Hitong -
Ceeh teom. Yog koj sav 12u kev pab txhais cov xov no rau koy dawb, hu 612.673.2800; Spanish - Atencién. Si desea recihir asistencia
gratuita para traduck estx informacién, Thma 612673.2700, Somali - Oguw Hadéii aad dooneyso in bigaa kaslmeeyo tarjamaddy
machimaadkani oo facag I8’ aan wac 612.673.3500,

22183278
HHHH
Offictal Publication
ADVERTISEMENT FOR BIDS

Sealed bids will be received m the office of the City Parchasmg, 330 Second Avenue South — Suite 552, Mmneapolis, MN 55401, wmid 10:00
AN, C8T, December 3, 2008 on Offl. Publ. No. 7062 — BIDS FOR IMPACTED SOL1L REMOVAL — BLANCHARD SiTE all m
accordance with plans and specificatiens availabk from the office of Criy Purchasing NO CHARGE. LIMIT | SET PER CUSTOMER.
PLANS CAN NOT BE MAILED. Scape of Work Includes: Mobilize and receive the appropriate permits to excavate, transport, and
dispose of approximately 2,500 cubic yards (3,800 tens) of mpacted soil as daily cover at disposal facility or as mdustrial waste at a disposal
factlity. Load, transport and dispose of twao stockpiles of concrete rubble with rebar focated on the project site. Load, transport, place (s
hackfitf), and compact supplied material from Owner. Implement the erosion control pian, restere arezs that were disterbed and provide daily
cleanmg/sweeping of affected streets and sidewalks.

City of Minneapols Purchasing Department (Pubfished in Finance and Commerce November & and November 22, 2008}
22183563
HHHH
Officiat Publication
ADVERTISEMENT FOR BIDS

Seaked bigs wilf be received i the oftice of the Chty Purchasing Agent, 330 Second Avenue South - Suite 552, Mmnneapalis, MN 55401, until
1000 AM, CST, December 3, 2008 on O, Publ. No. 7063 - BIDS FOR RESTROOM REMODELING all in accordance with phins
and specificalions available from Engineering Repro Systems, 3005 Rarchview Lane Notth, Plymouth, MN $5457. For orders by phone calt
(763) 695-5200 upon payment of $50.60 per set NON REFUNDABLE. There wil be a separate Non-Refundable mailing fee. A
Mandatery Pre-Bit Confersnice will be held at 10.00 AM, €8T, on November 19, 2008 m Room 132 City Hall, 350 South 5th Street,
Minneapolis, MN. Scope of Work Includes: The demolition of existing plumbing, cew plumbing incleding fictures, providing and installing a
cementitious floer topping, floor and wall tile and toilet partitions. The wotk mcludes transport and disposal of demolition materials, ensite
safety requirements and mitigation of cosite nubance corditions such s dust, noise, e1¢. BH documents will be availible for reviaw at the
NAMC, 4801 4th Avenue South, FW. Dodge Corporation, Minneapolis and St. Paul Builders Exchanges 2nd MEDA Minority Contractors
Plan Reom. NOTE: The documents issued te the pln rooms are for information ONLY. If you intend to submit a bid on a Cry of
Minneapoks project, you must obzin the documents from the distribution point indicated on the Call for Bids, to ensute having complete
project/bidding infosmation.

City of Minneapots Purchasing Department {Published in Finance and Commerce November 8 and November 22, 2008)
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Official Publication
ADVERTISEMENT FOR BIDS

NOTE: The Purchasing & Contract Services office has moved from the 22nd floor to the 17th floor of the Administration Tower, Heanepin
County Goverament Center. The Bid Opening Room 15 siill iocated on the 22nd {loor of the Administration Tower. Sealed proposals may be
maded befose the bid opening date to Hennepin County Purchasing & Contract Services, A-1705 Govemment Center, Minneapols,
Minnesota, 35487- 0175; or, seakd proposals may be received at the 22nd floor reception area of the Government Center, Admnstration
Tower, or in the [7th floor Purchasing & Conlract Services office, unti 200 p.m., Tuesday, November 18, 2008, at which time they will be
publicly opened and read aloud for:

1. Parts — Captive lor Ford, GM & Chrysler Contract # 256748
it accordance with specifications and bid forms availabk from A-1705 Govemnment Center, Minneapols, MN 35487- 0173
(Published in Fmance and Commerce Saturday, November 8, 2008, Tuesday, November 11, 2008}
22183608
HEEH
Officiat Publication

ADVERTISEMENT FOR BIDS

NOTE: The Purchasmg & Contract Services office has moved from the 22nd floer to the L7th floor of the Administration Tower, Hennepin
Ceunty Government Ceater. The Bid Opening Room & s1il located on the 22nd floor of the Administration Tower. Sealed proposals may be
mailed before the bid opening date 10 Hennepin County Purchasing & Contract Services, A-1705 Govemment Center, Mineapels,
Minnesota, 55487-0175; or, sealed proposals may be received at the 22nd floor reception area of the Government Center, Admmisization
Tower, ot in the 17th floor Purchasimg & Coalract Services office, untdl 200 p.m., Tuesday, November 18, 2008, at which time they wilf be
publicly opened and read aloud for:

1. Paris - Captive for Ford, GM & Chryster Contract # 256748
w aczordance with specifications and bid forms available from A-1765 Government Center, Minneapohs, MN 55487-0175
(Pubhshed in Finance and Commerce Saturday, November 8, 2008, Tuesday, November 11, 2008)
22183339
REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
Tuesday, Ccteber 21, 2008
(Publshed m Finance and Commeres Saturday, Novembes 8, 2008)

Minneapolis, Minntesota Tuesday, Getober 21, 2008 The Board of Commissioners of the Hennepin County Regional Raikrcad Authority met
in the Hennepin County Govermnment Center on Octeber 21, 2008, The meeting was calied 1o order at 3:09 p.m. by Chair Peter McLaughhin
All commissioners were present, except Commissioners Opat and Stenglein whao jomed the meeting while in progress. The fallowing business
was transacted: 1. Approval of Agenda Moved by Commissioner Dorfman, seconded by Commissioner Johnson There were 5 YEAS; 0
NAYS; Opat/Stenglein ABSENT. Motion adopted. 2. Mmnutes of October 7, 2003 Meeting Moved by Commissioner Koblick, seconded by
Commissienesr Dorfman. There were 5 YEAS, 0 WAYS, Opat/Stenglein ABSENT. Motion adepled. 3. Chims Register for period ending
Octobes 14, 2008 {08-HCRRA-50) Moved by Commissioner Koblick, seconded by Commissioner Dorfiman. There were 5 YEAS; 0 NAYS,
Opat/Stenglein ABSENT. Mation adapied. 4. Removal of Dakota Ratt Comidos bridge deck and piers at CSAH 92 (NTE $35,000)
{08-HCRRA-51) Moved by Commzsioner Stezk, seconded by Commissioner Koblick. There were & YEAS, 0 NAYS, Opat ABSENT.
Meation adopted. 5. Comdor Updates Marthand Nookah, Assistant County Administrator-Public Works, updated the commissioners on
various HCRRA cozridors (zltached). Joe Gladke, Adminitrative Manager, Enginesering and Transg Planomg, Housing, Community Works
and Tiansit provided an update on Bottineau Boulevard. 6. Nepotiate Agmt AG81882 with HDR Engineering, Inc for stakeholder workshops
and concept plan for the Intermedal Station, 10/21/08-3/1/0% (NTE §535,000} (08-HCRRA-52) Phil Eckhert, Diector, Howsing, Community
Works and Trans addressed the board about the resohman. Debm Bask, Project Manager, HDR Engineering Inc., presented on intermodal
Facility Minneapolis. Moved by Commisiorer Dorfman, seconded by Commisioner Johnson There were 6 YEAS, 0 NAYS, Keblick
ABSENT. Moticn adopted. Commissioner Steele moved ta adjourn at 4:06 p.m.; seconded by Commisioner Opat Molion to adjoum
adopled unanimousty, :

PETER McLADGHLIN,
Chair.
HENNEPIN COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY CORRIDOR REPORT October 21, 2008

Hiawatha Cormridor Ridership, Mewo Transkt & repocting the September 2008 menthly ridership on the Hawatha LRT Ene as
approximately 982,000 passengers. The budgsted ridership was 973,000, Metro Transit has submitted 90% complete plans for review and
comment {or expansion of 10 of the existing 17 Hiwstha LRT stations, This expansion wil alknv for three car operations in the future
Design work will be completed in lte 2008 with constsuction beginning In the spring of 2009. These phins mchide the new station at 34th
Avenue and American Boulevard in Bloomingion. Northstar Corrider Station Construction Activities Construction is underway at the Big
Lake, El River, Anoka, and Coon Rapids Stations. Downtown Constuction On Sth Street between Ist and 2nd Avenue, embedded
trackwork is in progress. Rail instafation is complete o the Sth Street Bodge over 1-394. Woerk continues on LRT station platform and track
installation on the Sth Street bridge over the Burkngton Northern Santa Fe tracks. Concrete work on the commuter rail platform & nearly
complete. Ballasted track and special track work construction is in progress west of the station phtform. Embedded trackwork & i progress
under the balipark. Locometives On Octeber 2, 2008, 1be first of five MP-36 loconotives was delivered from Motive Power Inc. of Bose
1daho. The vehicle i being stored at the vehicke maintenance facikty in Big Lake. Central Corridor Work continues on the design eptions
for the Washinglon Avenue Transi Mall Discussions continue on a development and ¢onstruction agreement between the Metropolitan
Council, the University of Mmnesota, Heanepin County, Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority, and the City of Minneapoks for the
area near the Univessity of Minnesota Campus. Cedar Avenue Corridor — Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Dakota County continues 10
coordinate the Cedar Avenue BRT study with the Usbas Partnership Agreement planned station area improvements along the comridor.
Eovironmental work for the Cedar Grove Station is underway. An Architeciuze and Engineering Services contract for the Apple Valey
Station & being finatized and hind zcquisition for this station has been completed. All property for station arca development is expected to be
purchased by February of 2009 2nd siation coastruction 5 expected to be complete by September of 2009, Readway mtersection hiyouts
(inck:ding BRT shoulder hines) have beea developed and approved by the Dakotz County Regional Rairoad Authority. Envirenmental
Documentation 5 expected to be compleled by the end of 2008, Finat Roadway Design & underway with 93 percent pbns scheduled for
completion by December 2009 and readway construction planned for 2010. Bottineau Corridor The Bottineau Transitway Alernatives
Analysis Study is progressig into stage 2 of a 4 stage study process. Stage 2 of the study & focused oa continued scoping and detailed
defnition of BRT and LRT abemment akernatives in colisboration with study area stakeholders. Technical methods are being develaped
which will guide the technical analysis of the alternatives. Meetings continue with the various cities along the comdor 1o defing project
abanments, stations, and park and ride faciiies, Documentation relited 10 the recemly complered stage | study effort s curently being
frualized based on Federal Transt Administration (FTA) review comments and will be shared with stakeholers in the Fali of 2008. This
inchudes Technical Memorandum No. 2 { Purpose and Need, Goals and Qbfectives and Fwlvation Measurés) and (i Alierontives Analysis
Initiation Package which documents the selection of preferred akerratives that will move ferward into more detaied stody. Southwest
Corvidor The Southwest Transitway has hunched the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), which is 2 joint effort of the
Hennepin County Regonal Railroad Authority (HCRRA) and the Federal Transg Administration (FTA). The fast step in the DEIS process is
to corduct Scaping, which includes the hosting of Scoping Mestmgs/tlearings. The Scoping process is designed to infoom the poblic, interest
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groups, affected tribes and government agencies of the DEIS and te present the followng for comment: » purpose and need for the project. =
the altzrnatives to be studied. + the potential sochl, economs, environmenial and transponiation mpacts to be evaliated As part of the
NEPA Scoping process, the HCRRA i required to hold at least one public Scoping meeting which includes a public hearing In order to
ensure all voices are heard, the HCRRA scheduled the following thre (3) Scoping mestings: » Tuesday, October 7, 2008, Hennepm Counly
Government Center Public Open House at 2.00 PN, Public Service Level (PSL) Public Hearing at 3.00 PM, Board Room » Tuesday,
October 14, 2008, St Louis Park City Hall Public Open House at 5.00 PM Public Hearing 2t 600 PM, Council Chambers = Thursday,
October 23, 2008, Eden Prairie City Hali Pubke Open House at 500 FM Pubkc Hearing at 6:00 PAM, Council Chambess Approxmately 40
people altended the Public Scopmg meeting on Tuesday, October Tth and over 120 people attended the Public Scoping meeting on Tuesday,
October 14th Puble ¢omments are being colicted through the Southwest website {www. southwestiransiway.org), U.5. mai, and fax
Comments should be addressed to Katie Walker, Transit Project Manager, 417 North 5th Street, Svite 320, Minnezpolis, MN 55401, fax to
612.348-9710, or email wawnw.southwesttransitway. et All comments become part of the pubke scoping record and must be received no hater
than 5:00 PM C8T on Friday, November 7, 2008 Red Rock Carridor The Red Rock Corridor Commission has retained URS Corporation
to conduct an interim bus feasibiity study for the Red Rock sudy azea from Hastmes to downtown Mmneapolis and dewntown St Paul
Narthern Lights Express Intercity Rail (Minneapolis to Duluth/Superior) On September 30, 2008, U.S. Transporation Secretary Mary
Peters annsunced that the Northern Light Express project has received & grant of $1.1 million for envirenmental decumentatien. The fuading
requires a 50 percent match which will come from state and local sources.

08-HCRRA-%0

The following Resoluiion was offered by Commissioner Keblick, seconded by Commissioner Porfinan: BE [T RESOLVED, That the
Chimns Register for the period ending October 14, 2008 be approved/matified The question was on the adoption of the Resclution and there
were 3 YEAS and 0 NAYS, as follows: YEAS — Dorfman, Johnson, Koblick, Steek, McLaughtn, Chair, NAYS — 0; Opat, Stenghn —
ABSENT. RESOLUTIQN ADOPTED ON 10/21/08

ATTEST: Secretary, HCRRA
HENNEPIN COUNTY REGIONAL RAIEROAD AUTHORETY CLAIMS Period Ending October 14, 2008

Mamtenance — Top Notch Treecare — $2,476.13 hMamtenance ~~ Ramville-Carkon Ing, — 512585 Uttty — CenterPoint Energy —
49.46 Utlity — Minneapolis Finance Department Heritage Landing Site — $1,334.42 Consulling Services — Kimley-Hom and Associates,
Ine. Northsiar — $1,955.00 Webste Mamtenance — Hetman Design, [LLC Boftineau — $43.735 Consuliing Services — HDR Engneezing,
Inc. Southwest Transitway DEIS — $26,773.13 Publication — Spokesman-Recorder Publshing Company — S602.44 Mamtenance —
Resource Recovery Technologies LLC — $124.50 TOTAL — $33,504.68

08-HCRRA-51

‘The following Resolution was offered by Commissioner Sieele, seconded by Commissicner Koblick: BE 1T RESOLVED, that
Hennepin Counly Regional Railroad Authorizy authorizes removal of the bridge deck and piers at the Dakota Rail Corridor bridge over CSAH
92 in St Bonifacis, i the not to exceed amount of $35,000.00, leaving bridge abutments in place such that Authority's zbilty to restore the
ratfread bed by mstalling a rephicemient bridge for fsture rail and other transperiation uses is not impaired, and that the Executive Director be
authorized te issve a permit 1o Heanepin County, Transportation Department, to perform the work. The question was on the adoption of the
Resokition and there were 6 YEAS and ¢ NAYS, as follows: YEAS — Stenghem, Dorfman, Johason, Kobbek, Steek, MeLaughtin, Cham;
NAYS —0; Opat — ABSENT. RESOLUTION ADOPTED ON 10/21/08

ATTEST: Secretary, HCRRA
OE-HICRRA-32

The following Resolution was offered by Commissioner Dorfman, seconded by Commissioner Johnson: BE [T RESCLVED, that the
Hennepm County Regioral Raikoad Authority Executive Director be authorized to negotiate funding Agreement ACS1332 with HDR
Engineering, Inc for development and implementation of a stakeholder wotkshop and subsequent preparation of a concept plan for
connecting peeple and goeds within the one-half m32 radius of the Intermodal Station, In an amount rot to exceed 555,000, for the period of
October 21, 2008 through Mareh 1, 2009, and that following review and appraval by the County Attorney's Office, the Chair of the Boarg
be autherized to sign the agreement on behalf of the Authority; znd that the Controller be auvthorized to dsburse funds as directed The
question was on the adoption of the Resolution and there were 6 YEAS and 0 NAYS, as fallows: YEAS — Opat, Stenglein, Dorfman,
Johnson, Steele, Mclaughlm, Chair; NAYS — 0; Koblick -~ ABSENT. RESOLUTION ADOPTED ON 10/21/08

ATTEST: Secretary, HCRRA
22183395
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an “anonymous access’’ system, which
means that EPA will not know your
identity or contact information unless
you provide it in the body of your
comments. If you send email comments
directly to EPA without going through
http://www.regulations.gov, your email
address will be automatically captured
and included as part of the comments
that are placed in the public docket and
made available on the Internet. If you
submit electronic comments, EPA
recommends that you include your
name and other contact information in
the body of your comments and with
any disk or CD-ROM you submit. If EPA
cannot read your comments due to
technical difficulties and cannot contact
you for clarification, EPA may not be
able to consider your comments.
Electronic files should avoid the use of
special characters and any form of
encryption and be free of any defects or
viruses. For additional information
about EPA’s public docket, visit the EPA
Docket Center homepage at http://
www.epa.gov/epahome/dockets.htm.

Docket: All documents in the docket
are listed in the http://
www.regulations.gov index. Although
listed in the index, some information is
not publicly available, e.g., CBI or other
information whose disclosure is
restricted by statute. Certain other
material, such as copyrighted material,
will be publicly available only in hard
copy. Publicly available docket
materials are available either
electronically at http://
www.regulations.gov or in hard copy at
the OEI Docket in the EPA Headquarters
Docket Center.

Dated: October 5, 2012.
Lek Kadeli,

Principal Deputy Assistant Administrator,
Office of Research and Development.

[FR Doc. 2012—-25148 Filed 10-11-12; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[ER-FRL-9005-5]

Environmental Impacts Statements;
Notice of Availability

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal
Activities, General Information (202)
564-7146 or http://www.epa.gov/
compliance/nepa/.

Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact
Statements

Filed 10/01/2012 Through 10/05/2012
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9.

Notice

Section 309(a) of the Clean Air Act
requires that EPA make public its
comments on EISs issued by other
Federal agencies. EPA’s comment letters
on EISs are available at: http://
www.epa.gov/compliance/nepa/
eisdata.html.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: As of
October 1, 2012, EPA will not accept
paper copies or CDs of EISs for filing
purposes; all submissions on or after
October 1, 2012 must be made through
e-NEPA.

While this system eliminates the need
to submit paper or CD copies to EPA to
meet filing requirements, electronic
submission does not change
requirements for distribution of EISs for
public review and comment. To begin
using e-NEPA, you must first register
with EPA’s electronic reporting site—
https://cdx.epa.gov/epa_home.asp.

EIS No. 20120317, Final EIS, USACE,
MS, Proposed Widening of the
Pascagoula Lower Sound/Bayou
Casotte Channel, Jackson County, MS,
Review Period Ends: 11/13/2012,
Contact: Philip Hegji 251-690-3222.

EIS No. 20120318, Final Supplement,
USACE, TX, Clear Creek Reevaluation
Study Project, Flood Risk
Management and Ecosystem
Restoration, Brazoria, Fort Bend,
Galveston and Harris Counties, TX,
Review Period Ends: 11/13/2012,
Contact: Andrea Catanzaro 409—-766—
6346.

EIS No. 20120319, Draft EIS, NPS, MA,
Herring River Restoration Project, In
and Adjacent to Cape Cod National
Seashore, Towns of Wellfleet and
Truro, MA, Comment Period Ends:
12/12/2012, Contact: Mark Husbands
303-987-6965.

EIS No. 20120320, Draft EIS, FTA, MN,
Southwest Transitway Construction
and Operation Light Rail Transit,
Hennepin County, MN, Comment
Period Ends: 12/11/2012, Contact:
Marisol Simon 312-353-2789.

EIS No. 20120321, Final EIS, BLM, NV,
Mount Hope Project, Molybdenum
Mining and Processing Operation,
Eureka County, NV, Review Period
Ends: 11/13/2012, Contact: Gloria
Tibbetts 775-635—-4060.

EIS No. 20120322, Final EIS, NOAA, 00,
Harvest Specifications and
Management Measures for the 2013—
2014 Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery
and Amendment 21-2 to the Pacific
Coast Fishery Management Plan,
Federal Waters off the Coast of WA,
OR, and CA, Review Period Ends: 11/
13/2012, Contact: Becky Renko 206—
526-6110.

EIS No. 20120323, Draft Supplement,
BLM, NV, Silver State Solar Energy
Project, and Proposed Las Vegas Field
Office Resource Management Plan
Amendment, To Address New
Information, Clark County, NV,
Comment Period Ends: 01/11/2013,
Contact: Greg Helseth 702-515-5173.

EIS No. 20120324, Final EIS, USFS, MT,
Lonesome Wood Vegetation
Management 2 Project Areas, Lake
Ranger District, Gallatin National
Forest, Gallatin County, MT, Review
Period Ends: 11/26/2012, Contact:
Teri Seth 406—522-2520.

EIS No. 20120325, Final EIS, NPS, WA,
Stehekin River Corridor
Implementation Plan, General
Management Plan, Lake Chelan
National Recreation Area, North
Cascades National Park Service
Complex, WA, Review Period Ends:
11/13/2012, Contact: Jon Riedel 360—
873—-4590 ext. 21.

Amended Notices

EIS No. 20050140, Final EIS, FHWA,
NV, Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor
Transportation Improvements, Study
Limits are between a western
boundary on US 95 in the City of
Henderson and an eastern boundary
on US 93 west of downtown Boulder
City, NPDES and U.S. Army COE
Section 404 Permits Issuance and
Right-of-Way Grant, Clark County,
NV, Review Period Ends: 05/13/2005,
Contact: Ted P. Bendure 775-687—
5322.

Adoption—The U.S. Department of
Energy’s Western Area Power
Administration (WAPA) has adopted
the U.S. Department of Transportation’s
Federal Highway Administration’s
(FHWA) Final EIS filed with EPA. The
WAPA was a cooperating agency with
the FHWA'’s EIS therefore, recirculation
of the document was not necessary and
there is no comment period.

EIS No. 20110106, Draft EIS, BIA, NM,
Withdrawn—Pueblo of Jemez 70.277
Acre Fee-To-Trust Transfer and
Casino Project, Implementation, Dona
Ana County, NM, Comment Period
Ends: 07/01/2011, Contact: Priscilla
Wade 505-563—3417 Revision to FR
Notice Published 06/03/2011;
Officially Withdrawn by the Preparing
Agency.

Dated: October 9, 2012.

Aimee S. Hessert,

Deputy Director, NEPA Compliance Division,

Office of Federal Activities.

[FR Doc. 2012—-25154 Filed 10-11-12; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6560-50-P
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Vol. 36, No. 21 Submittal Deadline: October 22, 2012
Submit to EQB.Monitor@state.mn.us

Subscribe to receive the EQB Monitor. If you would like to receive the Monitor regularly, please subscribe at
http://www.egb.state.mn.us/monitor.html.

EQB Meetings are regularly scheduled for the third Wednesday of the month. There may be additional
special meetings as well. The calendar with scheduled meetings is located at
http://server.admin.state.mn.us/WebCalendar/month.php?cat_id=3&date=20120801.

All meeting packets and agendas can be viewed at http://www.egb.state.mn.us/agendas.html.

Update your contact information! As your e-mail address changes, please ensure delivery by updating your
contact information routinely at http://www.egb.state.mn.us/monitor.html.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT WORKSHEETS
EAW Comment Deadline: November 14, 2012

Project Title: Dabelstein Quarry, Winona County

Description: Non-metallic mineral mining of 36.5 acre site to extract material for area construction
activities and the oil/gas industries. The mining involves excavation/blasting of overburden to
expose material that is processed/loaded, placed in transportation vehicles and trucked to an
existing offsite processing plant. Reclamation will be ongoing as mining is conducted.

Project Proposer: Roger Dabelstein
RGU: Winona County Planning Department

Contact: Jason Gilman, AICP
Planning and Environmental Services Director
177 Main Street
Winona, Minnesota 55987
507-457-6337
JGilman@co.winona.mn.us

EQB MONITOR

The EQB Monitor is a biweekly publication of the Environmental Quality Board that lists descriptions and deadlines for Environmental Assessment Worksheets,
Environmental Impact Statements, and other notices. The EQB Monitor is posted on the Environmental Quality board home page at http://www.egb.state.mn.us/,

Upon request, the EQB Monitor will be made available in an alternative format, such as Braille, large print, or audio tape. For TTY, contact Minnesota Relay Service
at 800-627-3529 and ask for Department of Administration. For information on the EQB Monitor, contact:

Minnesota Environmental Quality Board
520 Lafayette Road — 4™ Floor

St. Paul, MN 55155-4194

Phone: 651-757-2873

Fax: 651-297-2343
http://www.egb.state.mn.us
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PETITIONS FILED

The following petitions have been filed with the EQB requesting preparation of an EAW. The EQB has

assigned the indicated unit of government to review the petition and decide on the need for an EAW.

e Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, October 2012 Auction of Mineral Leases in Aitkin, Lake, and
Saint Louis Counties

e Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, Reichmann Land & Cattle LLP Feedlot and Curtis and Angela Blair
Feedlot (Pope County)

EIS NEED DECISIONS

The noted responsible governmental unit has determined the following projects do not require preparation of an

EIS. The dates given are, respectively, the date of the determination and the date the EAW notice was published

in the EQB Monitor.

e Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, Northern Metals Application for Major Amendment, Hennepin
County, October 1, 2012 (November 14, 2011)

e Minnesota Department of Transportation, Trunk Highway 10 Interchange at Junction Benton CSAH 2,
City of Rice, Benton County, September 21, 2012 (July 23, 2012)

e City of Champlin, EIm Creek Dam Embankment and Spillway Rehabilitation Project, Hennepin County
July 23, 2012 (April 16, 2012)

DRAFT EIS AVAILABLE

NOTICE OF SCOPING AMENDMENT, PUBLIC HEARINGS AND
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS) AVAILABILITY FOR THE
SOUTHWEST TRANSITWAY PROJECT, HENNEPIN COUNTY

Project Title: Southwest Transitway

Description: The Southwest Transitway project proposes construction of a light rail system between
Minneapolis and Eden Prairie, Minnesota.

On September 8, 2008, a notice of intent to prepare an EIS for the Southwest Transitway was published in the
EQB Monitor. On January 27, 2009, the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA) acting as the
Responsible Governmental Unit (RGU) approved the Southwest Transitway Scoping Summary Report (SSR)
which serves as the Scoping Decision Document (SDD). On September 25, 2012, the HCRRA amended the
Southwest Transitway SSR/SDD to include the impacts of relocating freight rail for the four build alternatives
and including a collocation alternative where freight rail, light rail and the commuter bike trail collocate, share a
common corridor, between Louisiana Avenue and Penn Avenue. On September 25, 2012, the HCRRA
established public hearings, as detailed below, to receive comment on the Southwest Transitway DEIS.

On October 12, 2012, the Southwest Transitway DEIS will be available for review and comment. Comments on
the DEIS are being accepted through 12 a.m. December 11, 2012, and can be submitted via email, U.S. mail or
public testimony. All comments received during the comment period will be considered during the Final EIS.
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Document Availability: The DEIS is available online at: www.southwesttransitway.org.

Hard copies are available at the following area libraries and resource centers.

Hennepin County

Housing Community Works & Transit

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Southwest LRT Project Office
6465 Wayzata Boulevard, Suite 500
St. Louis Park, MN 55426

Linden Hills Library
2900 West 43rd Street
Minneapolis, MN 55410

Minneapolis Central Library
300 Nicollet Mall
Minneapolis, MN 55401

Sumner Library
611 VVan White Memorial Boulevard
Minneapolis, MN 55411

Edina Library
5280 Grandview Square
Edina, MN 55436

St. Louis Park Library
3240 Library Lane
St. Louis Park, MN 55426

Hopkins Library

22 11th Avenue North
Hopkins, MN 55343

Public Hearing Information:

Minnetonka Library
17524 Excelsior Boulevard
Minnetonka, MN 55345

Eden Prairie Library
565 Prairie Center Drive
Eden Prairie, MN 55344

Franklin Library
1314 East Franklin Avenue
Minneapolis, MN 55404

Minneapolis City Hall
250 S 4th Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Edina City Hall
4801 West 50th Street
Edina, MN 55424

St. Louis Park City Hall
5005 Minnetonka Blvd
St. Louis Park, MN 55416

Hopkins City Hall
1010 1st Street South
Hopkins, MN 55343

Minnetonka City Hall
14600 Minnetonka Blvd
Minnetonka, MN 55345

Eden Prairie City Hall
8080 Mitchell Road
Eden Prairie, MN 55344

Tuesday, November 13"™ Hennepin County Government Center, A-2400
4:00 to 5:00 PM public open house (Public Service Level)

4:30 PM Formal Public Hearing

Wednesday, November 14™, St. Louis Park City Hall, 5005 Minnetonka Boulevard

5:00 to 6:00 PM public open house
6:00 PM Formal Public Hearing


http:www.southwesttransitway.org
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Thursday, November 29", Eden Prairie City Hall, 8080 Mitchell Road
5:00 to 6:00 PM public open house
6:00 PM Formal Public Hearing

The address to which written comments should be sent is:

Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA)
Department of Housing, Community Works & Transit
Attn: Southwest Transitway

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400

Minneapolis, MN 55415

or swecorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us

Auxiliary aides, services and communication materials in accessible formats and languages other than English
can be arranged if notice is given at least 14 calendar days before the meeting by contacting
swecorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us.

RGU: Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority

EIS ADEQUACY DECISION

Notice of the Record of Decision and Findings of Fact for the Zavoral Mine and Reclamation Project
City of Scandia, Washington County

On September 25, 2012, the Scandia City Council approved the Record of Decision and Findings of Fact for the
Zavoral Mine and Reclamation Project. The Council determined that the EIS is adequate.

The Final EIS was noticed in the EQB Monitor and distributed on August 20, 2012, consistent with Minnesota
Rules 4410.2300, subp. 3. The comment period closed on September 10, 2012. The City responded to the
comments received on the adequacy of the EIS. The responses are included in the Record of Decision.

The Final EIS, Record of Decision and all other documents relating to the Zavoral Mine and Reclamation
Project EIS Scoping Process are available on the City’s website at: http://www.ci.Scandia.mn.us.

For more information, please contact:
Kristina Handt, City Administrator
651-433-2274 or k.handt@ci.scandia.mn.us
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Publication Date: July 22, 2013 Next Publication: August 5, 2013
Vol. 37, No. 15 Submittal Deadline: July 29, 2013
Submit to EQB.Monitor@state.mn.us

Subscribe to receive the EQB Monitor! The EQB is initiating an effort to transition to a new system of electronic
notices. Beginning in August, the EQB will be delivering the EQB Monitor through an e-mail delivery system called
GovDelivery. Please add MNEQB@public.govdelivery.com to your address book or safe sender list to ensure delivery of
messages to your inbox. You can manage your subscription preferences at

https://public.govdelivery.com/accounts/ MNEQB/subscriber/new.

EQB Meetings are regularly scheduled for the third Wednesday of the month. There may be additional special
meetings as well. The calendar with scheduled meetings is located at
http://server.admin.state.mn.us/\WebCalendar/month.php?cat _id=3&date=20120801.

All meeting packets and agendas can be viewed at http://www.eqb.state.mn.us/agendas.html.

Request for Comments on Possible Amendments to

Rules Governing the Environmental Review Program,
Minnesota Rules Chapter, 4410; Revisor's 10 Number R-04157

Subiject of Rules. The Minnesota Environmental Quality Board (EQB or Board) is considering revising
the existing rules governing the Environmental Review Program. These are the rules under which
Environmental Assessment Worksheets (EAWS), Environmental Impact Statements (EISs), and other
environmental review documents are prepared. This possible rulemaking may include the following
categories or subparts:

1) Mandatory categories for environmental assessment worksheets located under part
4410.4300:

a. subp. 2. Nuclear fuels and nuclear waste;

b. subp. 3. Electric generating facilities;

c. subp. 5. Fuel conversion facilities;

d. subp. 7. Pipelines;

e. subp. 8. Transfer facilities;

f. subp. 14. Industrial, commercial, and institutional facilities;
g. subp. 16. Hazardous waste;

h. subp. 17. Solid waste;

i. subp. 18. Wastewater systems;

j. subp. 19. Residential development;

k. subp. 22. Highway projects;

EQB MONITOR

The EQB Monitor is a biweekly publication of the Environmental Quality Board that lists descriptions and deadlines for Environmental Assessment Worksheets,
Environmental Impact Statements, and other notices. The EQB Monitor is posted on the Environmental Quality board home page at http://www.eqgb.state.mn.us/,

Upon request, the EQB Monitor will be made available in an alternative format, such as Braille, large print, or audio tape. For TTY, contact Minnesota Relay Service
at 800-627-3529 and ask for the Pollution Control Agency. For information on the EQB Monitor, contact:

Minnesota Environmental Quality Board
520 Lafayette Road — 4™ Floor

St. Paul, MN 55155-4194

Phone: 651-757-2873

Fax: 651-297-2343
http://www.eqb.state.mn.us
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NOTICE OF SUPPLEMENTAL DEIS PREPARATION

Project Title: Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Southwest Light Rail Transit Project
(formerly referred to as the Southwest Transitway)

RGU: Metropolitan Council

Description: The Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the Federal lead agency, and the Metropolitan Council
(Council), the local lead agency, intend to publish a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the
Southwest Light Rail Transit (SWLRT) Project (formerly referred to as the Southwest Transitway), in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), its implementing regulations, provisions of the Moving Ahead for Progress
in the 21st Century (MAP-21), and Minnesota Administrative Rules Chapter 4410, Environmental Review.

On September 8, 2008, the notice to prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Southwest
Transitway project was published in the EQB Monitor. Availability of the DEIS was published in the EQB Monitor and
the document was distributed on October 15, 2012. Public Hearings were held in November, 2012 and the public
comment period concluded on December 31, 2012.

The Project is a new 15.8-mile light rail alignment with 17 new light rail stations, several new park-and-ride lots, and one
new light rail operations and maintenance facility (OMF). The project requires modification to existing freight rail
alignments within the project vicinity. The SDEIS will evaluate environmental impacts associated with proposed
adjustments to the Locally Preferred Alternative, freight rail alignments, and location of the OMF. The SDEIS will also
incorporate pertinent issues raised during the DEIS comment period. FTA and the Council anticipate that the SDEIS
scope will include, but not be limited to, the following areas: Eden Prairie LRT alignment and stations; LRT OMF site;
freight rail alignments (i.e., Relocation and Co-location); and other areas where FTA and the Council determine that there
is a need to be supplemented with additional information which was not included in the Project’s October 2012 DEIS.

Written comments on the scope of the SDEIS as outlined above may be submitted to Ms. Nani Jacobson (see contact
information below) by August 12, 2013, which is within 20 days of publication this notice. Comments received within
this period, and responses to the comments, will be included in the SDEIS.

Contact Person:

Ms. Nani Jacobson, Project Manager

Southwest Light Rail Transit Project Office

6465 Wayzata Boulevard, Suite 500, St. Louis Park, MN 55426
Telephone: 612-373-3808

E-mail: nani.jacobson@metrotransit.org.

Notice regarding the intent to prepare the SDEIS will be sent to the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies that have
expressed or are known to have an interest or legal role in this proposed action. Following publication and review of the
SDEIS, a FEIS will be prepared and circulated.

Additional Information: The SWLRT Project (Green Line Extension) will operate from downtown Minneapolis through
the southwestern suburban cities of St. Louis Park, Hopkins, Minnetonka, and Eden Prairie, passing in close proximity to
the city of Edina. The proposed alignment is primarily at-grade and includes 17 new stations and approximately 15.8-
miles of double track. The line will connect major activity centers in the region including downtown Minneapolis, the
Opus/Golden Triangle employment area in Minnetonka and Eden Prairie, Methodist Hospital in St. Louis Park, the Eden
Prairie Center Mall, and the Minneapolis Chain of Lakes. Ridership in 2030 is projected at 29,660 weekday passengers.
The project will interline with Central Corridor LRT (Green Line) which will provide a one-seat ride to destinations such
as the University of Minnesota, state Capitol, and downtown St. Paul. It will be part of an integrated system of
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transitways, including connections to the METRO Blue Line, the Northstar Commuter Rail line, a variety of major bus
routes along the alignment, and proposed future transitway and rail lines. The Metropolitan Council will be the grantee of
federal funds. The regional government agency is charged with building the line in partnership with the Minnesota
Department of Transportation. The Southwest Corridor Management Committee, which includes commissioners from
Hennepin County and the mayors of Minneapolis, St. Louis Park, Edina, Hopkins, Minnetonka, and Eden Prairie,
provides advice and oversight. Funding is provided by the FTA, Counties Transit Improvement Board (CTIB), state of
Minnesota, and Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA). Additional information on the SWLRT project
can be found at www.swlrt.org.

ALTERNATIVE URBAN AREAWIDE REVIEW ADOPTED

Project Title: FMC Site Development

Project Description: The City Council of the city of Fridley approved Resolution #2013-33 on July 8, 2013, approving
and certifying the adequacy of the Alternative Urban Areawide Review (AUAR) document for the FMC Site
Redevelopment. Copies of the draft AUAR were available for public and agency review and noticed in the EQB Monitor
on April 1, 2013. The Final AUAR with responses to the comments received during the draft AUAR review period was
available for public and agency review on June 10, 2013.

Please direct any questions to Scott J. Hickok, AICP, Community Development Director, at 763-572-3590.

RGU: City of Fridley

NOTICES
Notification of Release of Genetically Engineered Organisms
File Number Company Crop Project County
13-NO-074 M.S. Technologies, LLC soybean Herbicide Tolerant Renville

For more information contact Dr. Steve Malone, Minnesota Department of Agriculture, 625 Robert St N., St. Paul, MN
55155, 651-201-66531, stephen.malone@state.mn.us
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Transit Administration

Intent To Prepare a Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for
the Southwest Light Rail Transit
Extension Project (Formerly Referred
to as the Southwest Transitway)

AGENCY: Federal Transit Administration
(FTA), Department of Transportation.
ACTION: Notice of Intent to prepare a
Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

SUMMARY: The Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), the Federal lead
agency, and the Metropolitan Council
(Council), the local lead agency, intend
to publish a Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement
(SDEIS) for the Southwest Light Rail
Transit Extension (SWLRT) Project
(formerly referred to as the Southwest
Transitway Project), in accordance with
the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), its implementing regulations,
provisions of the Moving Ahead for
Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21),
and the Minnesota Environmental
Policy Act (MEPA). The original Notice
of Intent to prepare a DEIS for the
Project was issued on September 23,
2008. The Project’s Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) was published
on October 12, 2012, with a public
comment period concluding on
December 31, 2012. The Project is a new
15.8-mile light rail alignment with 17
new light rail stations, several new park-
and-ride lots, and one new light rail
operations and maintenance facility
(OMF). The project requires
modification to existing freight rail
alignments within the project vicinity.
The SDEIS will evaluate environmental
impacts associated with proposed
adjustments to the Locally Preferred
Alternative, freight rail alignments, and
location of the OMF. The SDEIS will
also incorporate pertinent issues raised
during the DEIS comment period.

For commenting purposes under
NEPA, written comments on the scope
of the SDEIS should be directed to Ms.
Nani Jacobson, Project Manager,
Southwest Light Rail Transit Project
Office, 6465 Wayzata Boulevard, Suite
500, St. Louis Park, MN 55426,
Telephone: 612-373-3808; Email:
nani.jacobson@metrotransit.org.
Comments on the scope may be
submitted within 20 days of publication
of the preparation notice in the state
publication, the EQB Monitor. Notice in
the EQB Monitor is anticipated to be
published on July 22, 2013, with the 20
day period for submitting written

comments ending on August 12, 2013.
In accordance with MEPA, comments
received within this period, and
responses to the comments, will be
included in the SDEIS.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
general information on FTA’s NEPA
review, please contact Maya Sarna,
Department of Transportation, 1200
New Jersey Avenue SE., East Building,
Washington DC 20590, Telephone: (202)
366-5811.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
SWLRT Project will operate from
downtown Minneapolis through the
southwestern suburban cities of St.
Louis Park, Hopkins, Minnetonka, and
Eden Prairie, passing in close proximity
to the city of Edina. The proposed
alignment is primarily at-grade and will
include 17 new stations and
approximately 15.8-miles of double
track. The line will connect major
activity centers in the region including
downtown Minneapolis, Methodist
Hospital in St. Louis Park, the Opus/
Golden Triangle employment area in
Minnetonka and Eden Prairie, and, the
Eden Prairie Center Mall. Ridership in
2030 is projected at 29,660 weekday
passengers. The project will connect
with the Green Line (Central Corridor
LRT), which will provide a one-seat ride
to destinations such as the University of
Minnesota, the State Capitol, and
downtown St. Paul. The proposed
SWLRT will be part of an integrated
system of transitways, including
connections to the METRO Blue Line,
the Northstar Commuter Rail line, a
variety of major bus routes along the
alignment, and proposed future
transitway and rail lines.

The SDEIS will supplement the
evaluation of impacts included in the
Project’s DEIS where there have been
adjustments to the design of proposed
LRT and freight rail alignments,
stations, park-and-ride lots, and an OMF
site that would likely result in impacts
not documented in the Project’s DEIS.
FTA and the Council anticipate that the
SDEIS scope will include, but not be
limited to, the following areas: Eden
Prairie LRT alignment and stations; LRT
OMF site; freight rail alignments (i.e.,
Relocation and Co-location); and other
areas where FTA and the Council
determine that there is a need to be
supplemented with additional
information which was not included in
the Project’s October 2012 DEIS.

Notice regarding the intent to prepare
the SDEIS will be sent to the
appropriate Federal, State, and local
agencies. Following publication and
review of the SDEIS, a FEIS will be
prepared and circulated.

The Paperwork Reduction Act seeks,
in part, to minimize the cost to the
taxpayer of the creation, collection,
maintenance, use, dissemination, and
disposition of information. Consistent
with this goal and with principles of
economy and efficiency in government,
it is FTA policy to limit insofar as
possible distribution of complete
printed sets of NEPA documents.
Accordingly, unless a specific request
for a complete printed set of the NEPA
document is received before the
document is printed, FTA and its grant
applicants will distribute only
electronic copies of the NEPA
document. A complete printed set of the
environmental document will be
available for review at the Metropolitan
Council’s offices and elsewhere as will
be noted in the Notice of Availability;
and electronic copy of the complete
environmental document will be
available on the Metropolitan Council’s
Southwest Light Rail Transit Project
Web site (http://www.swirt.org).

Issued on: July 11, 2013.

Marisol Simon,

Regional Administrator, FTA Region V.
[FR Doc. 2013—-17506 Filed 7-19-13; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

[Docket No. NHTSA-2012-0075; Notice 2]

BMW of North America, LLC, a
Subsidiary of BMW AG, Grant of
Petition for Decision of
Inconsequential Noncompliance

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, DOT.
ACTION: Grant of petition.

SUMMARY: BMW of North America, LLC?
a subsidiary of BMW AG.2 has
determined that certain model year
(MY) 2012 BMW X6M SAV
multipurpose passenger vehicles (MPV)
manufactured between April 1, 2011
and March 23, 2012, do not fully
comply with paragraph S4.3 (b) of
Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard
(FMVSS) No. 110, Tire selection and
rims and motor home/recreation vehicle
trailer load carrying capacity
information for motor vehicles with a
GVWR of 4,536 kilograms (10,000
pounds) or less. BMW has filed an
appropriate report dated April 4, 2012,

1BMW of North America, LLC is a U.S. company
that manufacturers and imports motor vehicles.

2BMW AG is a German company that
manufactures motor vehicles.


mailto:nani.jacobson@metrotransit.org
http://www.swlrt.org

Federal Register/Vol. 80, No. 99/Friday, May 22,

2015/ Notices 29701

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

[Project No. 2677-028]

City of Kaukauna; Notice of
Application Accepted for Filing and
Soliciting Comments, Motions To
Intervene and Protests

Take notice that the following
hydroelectric application has been filed
with the Commission and is available
for public inspection:

a. Application Type: Request for
Extension of Time.

b. Project No: 2677—-028.

c. Date Filed: February 13, 2015.

d. Applicant: Kaukauna Utilities
(licensee).

e. Name of Project: Badger-Rapide
Croche Hydroelectric Project.

f. Location: Outagamie County,
Wisconsin.

g. Filed Pursuant to: Federal Power
Act, 16 U.S.C. 791a—825r.

h. Applicant Contact: Mr. Jeffery
Feldt, General Manager—Kaukauna
Utilities, 777 Island Street, Kaukauna,
WI 54130, 920—419-2421.

i. FERC Contact: Mr. Michael T.
Calloway, (202) 502—8041,
michael.calloway@ferc.gov.

j. Deadline for filing comments,
motions to intervene, and protests is
June 15, 2015.

All documents may be filed
electronically via the Internet. See, 18
CFR 385.2001(a)(1)(iii) and the
instructions on the Commission’s Web
site at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/
efiling.asp. If unable to be filed
electronically, documents may be paper-
filed. To paper-file, an original and
seven copies should be mailed to:
Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 888 First Street NE.,
Washington, DC 20426. Commenters
can submit brief comments up to 6,000
characters, without prior registration,
using the eComment system at http://
www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/
ecomment.asp. You must include your
name and contact information at the end
of your comments.

Please include the project number
(P—2677-028) on any comments,
motions, or recommendations filed.

k. Description of Request: The
licensee is requesting a three year
extension of time, pursuant to Article
408 of the project license issued May 18,
2011, and Condition 9 of the Wisconsin
section 401 Clean Water Certification, to
build a new boat launch area on the
southern shoreline of the Rapide Croche
impoundment to include an access road,
boat ramp, parking area, pier, and an

accessible ADA compliant fishing pier
with signage and lighting. This request
was made so the Wisconsin Department
of Natural Resources can consider
whether introducing invasive species
via the boat ramp may lead them to
amend the state water quality
certification to remove the requirement
to build a boat ramp.

1. Locations of the Application: A
copy of the application is available for
inspection and reproduction at the
Commission’s Public Reference Room,
located at 888 First Street NE., Room
2A, Washington, DC 20426, or by calling
202-502-8371. This filing may also be
viewed on the Commission’s Web site at
http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/
efiling.asp. Enter the docket number
excluding the last three digits in the
docket number field to access the
document. You may also register online
at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/
esubscription.asp to be notified via
email of new filings and issuances
related to this or other pending projects.
For assistance, call 866—208—3676 or
email FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, for
TTY, call 202-502-8659. A copy is also
available for inspection and
reproduction at the address in item (h)
above.

m. Individuals desiring to be included
on the Commission’s mailing list should
so indicate by writing to the Secretary
of the Commission.

n. Comments, Protests, or Motions to
Intervene: Anyone may submit
comments, a protest, or a motion to
intervene in accordance with the
requirements of Rules of Practice and
Procedure, 18 CFR 385.210, .211, .214.
In determining the appropriate action to
take, the Commission will consider all
protests or other comments filed, but
only those who file a motion to
intervene in accordance with the
Commission’s Rules may become a
party to the proceeding. Any comments,
protests, or motions to intervene must
be received on or before the specified
comment date for the particular
application.

o. Filing and Service of Responsive
Documents: Any filing must (1) bear in
all capital letters the title
“COMMENTS”; “PROTESTS”, or
“MOTION TO INTERVENE” as
applicable; (2) set forth in the heading
the name of the applicant and the
project number of the application to
which the filing responds; (3) furnish
the name, address, and telephone
number of the person protesting or
intervening; and (4) otherwise comply
with the requirements of 18 CFR
385.2001 through 385.2005. All
comments, motions to intervene, or
protests must set forth their evidentiary

basis and otherwise comply with the
requirements of 18 CFR 4.34(b). All
comments, motions to intervene, or
protests should relate to project works
which are the subject of the extension
of time. Agencies may obtain copies of
the application directly from the
applicant. A copy of any protest or
motion to intervene must be served
upon each representative of the
applicant specified in the particular
application. If an intervener files
comments or documents with the
Commission relating to the merits of an
issue that may affect the responsibilities
of a particular resource agency, they
must also serve a copy of the document
on that resource agency. A copy of all
other filings in reference to this
application must be accompanied by
proof of service on all persons listed in
the service list prepared by the
Commission in this proceeding, in
accordance with 18 CFR 4.34(b) and
385.2010.

Dated: May 15, 2015.
Kimberly D. Bose,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 2015-12465 Filed 5-21-15; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6717-01-P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[ER-FRL-9021-1]

Environmental Impact Statements;
Notice of Availability

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal
Activities, General Information (202)
564—7146 or http://www.epa.gov/
compliance/nepa/.

Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact

Statements
Filed 05/11/2015 Through 05/15/2015
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9.

Notice

Section 309(a) of the Clean Air Act
requires that EPA make public its
comments on EISs issued by other
Federal agencies. EPA’s comment letters
on EISs are available at: https://
cdxnodengn.epa.gov/cdx-enepa-public/
action/eis/search.

EIS No. 20150131, Final, FHWA, TX, US
281, Review Period Ends: 06/22/2015,
Contact: Carlos Swonke 512 416—
2734.

EIS No. 20150132, Draft Supplement,
FTA, MN, Southwest Light Rail
Transit (Metro Green Line Extension)
Comment Period Ends: 07/06/2015,
Contact: Maya Sarna 202-366-5811.

EIS No. 20150133, Draft, NRC, WI,
Construction Permit for the SHINE
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Medical Radioisotope Production
Facility, Comment Period Ends: 07/
06/2015, Contact: Michelle Moser
301-415-6509.

EIS No. 20150134, Final, USACE, CA,
Encinitas-Solana Beach Coastal Storm
Damage Reduction Project, Review
Period Ends: 06/22/2015, Contact: Lee
Ware 202-761-0523.

EIS No. 20150135, Draft, USFS, CA,
King Fire Restoration, Comment
Period Ends: 06/22/2015, Contact:
Katy Parr 530-621-5203.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
Forest Service requested and was
granted approval to shorten the public
comment period for this Draft EIS from
45 to 30 days, reflecting the President’s
Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) alternative arrangement granted
in accordance with 40 CFR 1506.11.

EIS No. 20150136, Final, USN, GU,
Mariana Islands Training and Testing,
Review Period Ends: 06/22/2015,
Contact: Nora Macariola-See 808—
472-1402.

Dated: May 19, 2015.
Cliff Rader,

Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office
of Federal Activities.

[FR Doc. 2015-12508 Filed 5-21-15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE
UNITED STATES

[Public Notice 2015-0009]

Application for Final Commitment for a
Long-Term Loan or Financial
Guarantee in Excess of $100 Million:
AP088934XX

AGENCY: Export-Import Bank of the
United States.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: This Notice is to inform the
public, in accordance with Section
3(c)(10) of the Charter of the Export-
Import Bank of the United States (“Ex-
Im Bank”’), that Ex-Im Bank has received
an application for final commitment for
a long-term loan or financial guarantee
in excess of $100 million (as calculated
in accordance with Section 3(c)(10) of
the Charter). Comments received within
the comment period specified below
will be presented to the Ex-Im Bank
Board of Directors prior to final action
on this Transaction. Comments received
will be made available to the public.
DATES: Comments must be received on
or before May 29, 2015 to be assured of
consideration before final consideration
of the transaction by the Board of
Directors of Ex-Im Bank.

ADDRESSES: Comments may be
submitted through Regulations.gov at
WWW.REGULATIONS.GOV. To submit
a comment, enter EIB-2015-0009 under
the heading “Enter Keyword or ID” and
select Search. Follow the instructions
provided at the Submit a Comment
screen. Please include your name,
company name (if any) and EIB-2015-
0009 on any attached document.

Reference: AP088934XX.

* This notice is a continuation of the
posting of the notice FR Doc. 2015—
10250 published on May 4, 2015 to
extend the comment period to May 29,
2015.

Purpose and Use:

Brief description of the purpose of the
transaction: To support the export of
U.S.-manufactured commercial aircraft
to the United Arab Emirates.

Brief non-proprietary description of
the anticipated use of the items being
exported: To be used for passenger air
service between the United Arab
Emirates and other countries.

To the extent that Ex-Im Bank is
reasonably aware, the items being
exported may be used to produce
exports or provide services in
competition with the exportation of
goods or provision of services by a
United States industry.

Parties:

Principal Suppliers: The Boeing
Company

Obligor: Emirates Airline
Guarantor(s): N/A

Description of Items Being Exported:
Boeing 777 aircraft

Information on Decision: Information
on the final decision for this transaction
will be available in the “Summary
Minutes of Meetings of Board of
Directors” on http://exim.gov/newsand
events/boardmeetings/board/.

Confidential Information: Please note
that this notice does not include
confidential or proprietary business
information; information which, if
disclosed, would violate the Trade
Secrets Act; or information which
would jeopardize jobs in the United
States by supplying information that
competitors could use to compete with
companies in the United States.

Lloyd Ellis,

Program Specialist, Office of the General
Counsel.

[FR Doc. 201512421 Filed 5-21-15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6690-01-P

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE U.S.
[Public Notice 2015-6001]

Agency Information Collection
Activities: Comment Request

AGENCY: Export-Import Bank of the U.S.

ACTION: Submission for OMB review and
comments request.

Title: EIB 15—-01, Generic Clearance
for the Collection of Feedback on
Electronic Interfaces with Customers

SUMMARY: The Export-Import Bank of
the United States (Ex-Im Bank), as a part
of its continuing effort to reduce
paperwork and respondent burden,
conducts a pre-clearance consultation
program to provide the general public
and Federal Agencies with an
opportunity to comment on proposed
information collections, as required by
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995.
Ex-Im Bank is soliciting comments on
the following proposed Generic
Information Collection Request (Generic
ICR): “Generic Clearance for the
Collection of Qualitative Feedback on
Electronic Interfaces with Customers”
for approval under the Paperwork
Reduction Act. This collection was
developed as an effort to streamline the
process for seeking feedback from the
public on the electronic interfaces (Web
site and online application systems)
used by Ex-Im Bank customers. This
notice announces our intent to submit
this collection to OMB for approval and
solicits comments on specific aspects
for the proposed information collection.

DATES: Comments should be received on
or before June 22, 2015, to be assured of
consideration.

ADDRESSES: Comments may be
submitted electronically on http://
www.regulations.gov) or by mail to
Michele Kuester, Export-Import Bank of
the United States, 811 Vermont Ave.
NW., Washington, DC 20571.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Title: EIB 15-01, Generic Clearance
for the Collection of Feedback on
Electronic Interfaces with Customers.

OMB Number: TBD.

Type of Review: New.

Need and Use: This is a request for a
new three-year generic clearance for the
Export-Import Bank of the United States
(Ex-Im Bank) that will allow it to
develop, test and improve its digital
customer interfaces—including on-line
applications for financing support, other
on-line reporting, and the agency’s Web
site. The procedures used to this effect
include, but are not limited to, tests of
various interfaces through focus groups,
cognitive testing, web-based
experiments and usability testing.


http://exim.gov/newsandevents/boardmeetings/board/
http://exim.gov/newsandevents/boardmeetings/board/
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http:WWW.REGULATIONS.GOV
http:Regulations.gov

wMESH
W

Minnesota Environmental Quality Board

L 4
& >
Yy L ouk

Next Publication: June 8, 2015
Submittal Deadline: June 1, 2015 Submit to
EOB.Monitor@state.mn.us

Publication Date May 25, 2015
Vol. 39, No. 11

CORRECTION: This bulletin includes a corrected date for
accepting public comments on the Southwest Light Rail Transit
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS).

The EQB has transitioned to a new electronic notification system
called GovDelivery. Add MNEQB@public.govdelivery.com to your
address book or safe sender list. Manage your subscription.

Check the EQB Calendar for Monitor deadlines and Board meetings. Meeting
minutes, agendas and additional notices are also posted on the EQB website.

Environmental Assessment Worksheets

Environmental Impact Statement Need Decisions

Scoping Environmental Assessment Worksheet and Draft Environmental Impact
Statement Scoping Document

Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Notices

Environmental Assessment Worksheets

Comment Deadline: June 24, 2015

Project Title: Chambers’ Grove Aquatic Habitat
Enhancement Project

Project Description: The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) intends to
use natural channel design techniques to enhance spawning habitat for Lake Superior
migratory fish species, particularly lake sturgeon, by constructing three riffle features about 1.4
miles below the Fond du Lac Dam on the St. Louis River in Duluth, Minnesota. Project will
include removing an engineered retaining wall along the shoreline and naturalizing the bank
with vegetation. Designs will include access features planned by the City of Duluth. This
project supports the Lower St. Louis River Area of Concern Remedial Action Plan.

MDNR will accept written comments on the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW)
during the public review and comment period, which concludes Wednesday, June 24, 2015, at
4:30 p.m.

Written comments should be submitted to Ronald Wieland, EAW Project Manager,
Environmental Policy and Review Unit, Division of Ecological and Water Resources,
Department of Natural Resources, 500 Lafayette Road, St. Paul, MN, 55155-4025. Electronic
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or e-mail comments may be sent to Environmentalrev.dnr@state.mn.us with “Chambers’
Grove EAW” in the subject line. If submitting comments electronically, include name and
mailing address. Written comments may also be sent by fax to (651) 296-1811.

A copy of the EAW is available for public review at:

DNR Library, 500 Lafayette Road, St. Paul

DNR Northeast Region, 1201 East Highway 2, Grand Rapids

Minneapolis Central Library, Government Documents, 2nd Floor, 300 Nicollet Mall.
Duluth Public Library, 520 W. Superior St., Duluth.

The EAW is also posted on the MDNR’s website. The URL will be
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/input/environmentalreview/chambers-grove/index.html

Additional copies may be requested by calling (651) 259-5157.
RGU: Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

Contact Person: Ronald Wieland, Project Manager
Environmental Policy and Review Unit
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
500 Lafayette Rd
St. Paul, MN 55155-4025
Fax: 651-296-1811
environmentalrev.dnr@state.mn.us

Project Title: Interstate 94/Highway 75

Interchange Reconstruction Project

Project Description: The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) is planning to
reconstruct the TH 75/1-94 interchange in the City of Moorhead, including the construction of
auxiliary lanes on 1-94 between Hwy 75 and 20th Street. TH 75 is proposed to be resurfaced
and widened from 24th Avenue South to 35th Avenue South.

The EAW provides information regarding the project’s environmental setting, the potential for
environmental impacts and proposed mitigation measures for potential impacts. It will be
available to view during business hours at the following locations:

Minnesota Department of Transportation District 4, 1000 Highway 10 West, Detroit
Lakes

Moorhead Public Library, 118 5th Street South, Moorhead

Fergus Falls Public Library, 205 E Hampden, Fergus Falls

Hennepin County Library, 300 Nicollet Mall, Minneapolis

A public hearing regarding the EAW will be held on June 16 from 5 to 7:30 p.m. at the
Courtyard by Marriott Hotel and Conference Center, 1080 28th Avenue South, Moorhead, MN.
Members of the public are welcome to share comments at the hearing or send them directly to
the MnDOT project engineer.

The document can also be accessed from the following website:
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/d4/projects/moorhead/

To request the document in an alternate format please contact Janet Miller at 651-366-4720 or
1-800-657-3774 (Greater Minnesota), 711 or 1-800-627-3529 (Minnesota Relay). You also
may send an email to ADArequest.dot@state.mn.us.
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Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement

CORRECTION: Comment Deadline: July 6, 2015

Project Title: Southwest Light Rail Transit
(METRO GreenLine Extension)

Project Description: The Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
describes the transportation and environmental impacts associated with the construction of the
approximately 16-mile Southwest Light Rail Transit (LRT) (METRO Green Line Extension)
project as an extension of the METRO Green Line (Central Corridor LRT). The Southwest
LRT would operate from downtown Minneapolis through the communities of St. Louis Park,
Hopkins, Minnetonka, and Eden Prairie, passing in close proximity to Edina.

The Supplemental Draft EIS augments the information and analyses provided in the Southwest
Transitway Draft EIS, focusing on design adjustments that may result in new significant
adverse impacts of the proposed project since publication of the Draft EIS in October 2012.
The following three areas are analyzed in the limited-scope Supplemental Draft EIS: (1)
adjustments to the proposed light rail alignment and station improvements in a segment in
Eden Prairie, generally between the intersections of Technology Drive and Mitchell Road and
of Flying Cloud Drive and Valley View Road; (2) the location of a proposed OMF in Hopkins;
and (3) adjustments to proposed light rail and freight rail alignments and LRT stations in a
segment in St. Louis Park and Minneapolis, generally between Louisiana Avenue South and
Penn Avenue South. This Supplemental Draft EIS also updates the project’s Draft Section 4(f)
Evaluation that was included in the project’s Draft EIS. This update reflects: 1) design
adjustments to the LPA identified by the Council in April and July 2014; 2) preliminary findings
of effect made by FTA as part of the project’s Section 106 assessment of historical and
archaeological resources; 3) continued consultation with officials with jurisdiction for Section
4(f) protected properties; and 4) revised preliminary determinations for Section 4(f) protected
properties, including preliminary non-de minimis and de minimis use determinations and
temporary occupancy exception determinations.

Documents Available for Public Review
The Supplemental Draft EIS is available for review online at http://metrocouncil.org/swirt/sdeis.

Hard copies of the Supplemental Draft EIS are available for public review at the following
locations:

Eden Prairie City Hall: 8080 Mitchell Road, Eden Prairie, MN 55344

Eden Prairie Public Library: 565 Prairie Center Drive, Eden Prairie, MN 55344
Minnetonka City Hall: 14600 Minnetonka Blvd, Minnetonka, MN 55345
Minnetonka Public Library: 17524 Excelsior Blvd, Minnetonka, MN 55345
Hopkins City Hall: 1010 First Street South, Hopkins, MN 55343

Hopkins Public Library: 22 Eleventh Avenue North, Hopkins, MN 55343

Edina City Hall: 4801 West 50th Street, Edina, MN 55424

St. Louis Park City Hall: 5005 Minnetonka Blvd, St. Louis Park, MN 55416

St. Louis Park Public Library: 3240 Library Lane, St. Louis Park, MN 55426
Southwest LRT Project Office: 6465 Wayzata Blvd., Suite 500, St. Louis Park, MN
55426

Minneapolis City Hall: City Engineer’s Office, 350 South Fifth Street, Room 203,
Minneapolis, MN 55414

Minneapolis Central Library: 300 Nicollet Mall, Minneapolis, MN

Walker Public Library: 2880 Hennepin Avenue, Minneapolis, MN 55408

Linden Hills Public Library: 2900 West 43rd Street, Minneapolis, MN 55410
Sumner Public Library: 611 Van White Memorial Blvd., Minneapolis, MN 55411
Franklin Public Library: 1314 East Franklin Avenue, Minneapolis, MN 55404



http://metrocouncil.org/swlrt/sdeis

Metropolitan Council Library: 390 Robert Street North, St. Paul, MN 55101
Minnesota Department of Transportation Library: 395 John Ireland Blvd., St. Paul,
MN 55155

Minnesota Legislative Reference Library: 645 State Office Building, 100 Rev. Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd. St. Paul, MN 55155

Comment Period, Public Hearings and Instructions for Commenting

Comments on the Supplemental Draft EIS will be accepted from May 22 through July 6, 2015.
Comments can be submitted by three methods:

Email: Written comments can be submitted to SWLRT@metrotransit.org

e U.S. Mail: Nani JacobsonAssistant Director, Environmental and Agreements
Metro Transit - Southwest LRT Project Office
6465 Wayzata Blvd., Suite 500
St. Louis Park, MN 55426
Public Hearings:Formal testimony at one of three public hearings in June. The public
hearings will each be preceded by an open house, where people can learn more about
the Southwest LRT Project and the Supplemental Draft EIS.

Public open houses and hearings on the Supplemental Draft EIS are scheduled as
follows:

Tuesday, June 16, 2015: Hopkins Center for the Arts
1111 Mainstreet
Hopkins, MN 55343
Open House: 5:00 PM
Public Hearing: 6:00 PM

Wednesday, June 17, 2015: Eden Prairie City Hall
8080 Mitchell Road
Eden Prairie, MN 55344
Open House: 5:00 PM
Public Hearing: 6:00 PM

Thursday, June 18, 2015: Dunwoody College of Technology
818 Dunwoody Blvd
Minneapolis, MN 55403
Open House: 5:.00 PM
Public Hearing: 6:00 PM

Translation services for non-English speakers and ADA accommodations will be provided on
request. To request translation or ADA accommodations, please contact Dan Pfeiffer,
Southwest LRT Assistant Public Involvement Manager, at 612-373-3897 or
Daniel.pfeiffer@metrotransit.org at least five days prior to the hearing.

RGU: Metropolitan Council

Contact Person: Nani Jacobson, Assistant Director
Environmental and Agreements
Metro Transit - Southwest LRT Project Office
6465 Wayzata Blvd, Suite 500
St. Louis Park, MN 55426
612-373-3803
nani.jacobson@metrotransit.org



mailto:SWLRT@metrotransit.org
mailto:Daniel.pfeiffer@metrotransit.org
mailto:nani.jacobson@metrotransit.org

How to Comment on the Su

lemental Draft EIS

Comments on the Supplemental
Draft EIS will be accepted through
July 21, 2015.

Following the close of the comment period, the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the
Metropolitan Council will consider all comments
submitted and will provide responses to
substantive comments in the Final EIS.

There are several ways to comment on the
Supplemental Draft EIS:

m Use the online comment form at
http://metrocouncil.org/swirt/sdeis/comment

m Speak in person at one of the public hearings

Individuals will be allotted two minutes to speak; those
representing groups will be allotted three minutes. Locations
and times of public hearings are listed at far right.

m Submit written comments at a public hearing

Comment forms will be provided, or you can bring your
written comments to the hearing.

m Send written comments by email to:
swirt@metrotransit.org

m Send written comments by mail to:
Nani Jacobson
Assistant Director, Environmental and
Agreements
Metro Transit — Southwest LRT Project Office
6465 Wayzata Blvd., Suite 500
St. Louis Park, MN 55426

The Supplemental Draft EIS and appendices
are available from the Southwest LRT Project

website at:

http://metrocouncil.org/swirt/sdeis

Printed copies are available for public review

at several locations:

Eden Prairie City Hall
8080 Mitchell Road
Eden Prairie, MN 55344

Eden Prairie Public Library
565 Prairie Center Drive
Eden Prairie, MN 55344

Minnetonka City Hall
14600 Minnetonka Blvd.
Minnetonka, MN 55345

Minnetonka Public Library
17524 Excelsior Blvd.
Minnetonka, MN 55345

Hopkins City Hall
1010 First Street South
Hopkins, MN 55343

Hopkins Public Library
22 Eleventh Avenue North
Hopkins, MN 55343

Edina City Hall
4801 West 50th Street
Edina, MN 55424

St. Louis Park City Hall
5005 Minnetonka Blvd.
St. Louis Park, MN 55416

St. Louis Park Public Library
3240 Library Lane
St. Louis Park, MN 55426

Southwest LRT Project Office
6465 Wayzata Blvd., Suite 500
St. Louis Park, MN 55426

Minneapolis City Hall

City Engineer’s Office

350 South Fifth Street, Room 203
Minneapolis, MN 55414

Minneapolis Central Library
300 Nicollet Mall
Minneapolis, MN 55401

Linden Hills Public Library
2900 West 43rd Street
Minneapolis, MN 55410

Sumner Public Library
611 Van White Memorial Blvd.
Minneapolis, MN 55411

Franklin Public Library
1314 East Franklin Avenue
Minneapolis, MN 55404

Walker Public Library
2880 Hennepin Avenue
Minneapolis, MN 55408

Metropolitan Council Library
390 Robert Street North
St. Paul, MN 55101

MnDOT Transportation Library
395 John Ireland Blvd.
St. Paul, MN 55155

Minn. Legislative Reference Library

645 State Office Building

100 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55155

PUBLIC HEARING SCHEDULE

Hopkins Center for the Arts
1111 Mainstreet, Hopkins
Tuesday, June 16, 2015

Open House: 5:00 p.m.
Public Hearing: 6:00 p.m.

Eden Prairie City Center
8080 Mitchell Road, Eden Prairie
Wednesday, June 17, 2015

Open House: 5:00 p.m.
Public Hearing: 6:00 p.m.

Dunwoody College of Technology
818 Dunwoody Boulevard, Minneapolis
Thursday, June 18, 2015

Open House: 5:00 p.m.
Public Hearing: 6:00 p.m.

To request documents in an alternative format,
please contact the Southwest LRT Project
Office by phone at 612-373-3800 or email
swirt@metrotransit.org.

I ol
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Transit Administration

Notice of Availability of Southwest
Light Rail Transit Project Amended
Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation

AGENCY: Federal Transit Administration
(FTA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of availability and
request for comments on the Southwest
Light Rail Transit Project Amended
Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation.

SUMMARY: This notice announces the
availability of the Southwest Light Rail
Transit (LRT) Project Amended Draft
Section 4(f) Evaluation, which includes
preliminary Section 4(f) de minimis
impact determinations for two newly
identified Section 4(f) properties.
DATES: By this notice, FTA requests that
comments to the Amended Draft Section
4(f) Evaluation must be received by
February 25, 2016.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kathryn Loster, FTA Regional Counsel
at (312) 353-3869, kathryn.loster@
dot.gov; Maya Sarna, FTA Office of
Environmental Programs at (202) 366—
5811, maya.sarna@dot.gov. Comments
may be submitted to Nani Jacobson,
Assistant Director, Environmental and
Agreements, Metro Transit-Southwest
LRT Project Office, 6465 Wayzata
Boulevard, Suite 500, St. Louis Park,
MN 55426 or via email at swirt@
metrotransit.org.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Notice is
hereby given that the FTA is releasing
an Amended Draft Section 4(f)
Evaluation (Amended Evaluation) for
the Southwest LRT Project (Project),
evaluating two additional Section 4(f)
properties in the City of Minnetonka,
Minnesota.

Federal Lead Agency: FTA.

Project Sponsor: Metropolitan
Council.

Project Description: The proposed
project is a 14.5-mile light rail transit
service that would connect downtown
Minneapolis to the southwestern region
of the metropolitan area through the
cities of St. Louis Park, Hopkins,
Minnetonka, and Eden Prairie,
Minnesota. The Amended Evaluation
includes FTA’s preliminary
determination of de minimis impact on
two park properties located within the
City of Minnetonka, Minnesota.
Pursuant to 23 CFR 774.5, FTA requests
public and agency comments only on
the two properties discussed in
Amended Evaluation. Comments
received on the Amended Evaluation
and the preliminary Section 4(f) de
minimis impact determinations will be

included, and responded to, in the
Project’s Final EIS, which will include
the Southwest LRT Final Section 4(f)
Evaluation.

To obtain a copy of the Amended
Evaluation, please visit the Project’s
Web site at www.swlirt.org or by request
by contacting Nani Jacobson at swirt@
metrotransit.org or Maya Sarna at
maya.sarna@dot.gov.

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 303.
Issued on: January 11, 2016.
Marisol Simon,

Regional Administrator, FTA, Chicago,
Illinois.

[FR Doc. 2016-267 Filed 1-8—16; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

[Docket No. NHTSA-2015-0121]

Developing Evidence Based Fatigue
Risk Management Guidelines for
Emergency Medical Services

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA), U.S.
Department of Transportation (DOT).
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA) is
announcing a meeting that will be held
in Washington, DC on February 2nd,
2016 to announce a new initiative and
accept comments from the public about
the development of voluntary evidence-
based guidelines (EBGs) for fatigue risk
management tailored to the Emergency
Medical Services (EMS) occupation. The
meeting will include presentations by
NHTSA and the project team. These
presentations will address the
following: (1) A brief overview of the
potential dangers of drowsy and
fatigued driving and the work of EMS
practitioners, including the risk of
traffic crashes and providing patient
care; (2) a summary of the project goals
and methods for coming to consensus
on EBG fatigue risk management
guidelines, (3) the plan for
dissemination of EBGs, and (4)
additional project related activities and
information. Due to space limitations,
attendance at the meeting is limited to
invited participants and those who
register in advance. Time for comment
and questions from attendees will be
included. Written comments can also be
made on http://www.regulations.gov.
DATES: The meeting will be held on
February 2nd, 2016 from 8:00 a.m. to
12:00 p.m.

ADDRESSES: The meeting will be held in
the Conference Center of the U.S.
Department of Transportation, 1200
New Jersey Avenue SE., Washington,
DC 20590.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr.
J. Stephen Higgins, Telephone: 202—
366—3976; email address:
james.higgins@dot.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA) is announcing
a meeting that will be held in
Washington, DC on February 2nd, 2016
to announce a new initiative and accept
comments from the public about the
development of voluntary evidence-
based guidelines (EBGs) for fatigue risk
management tailored to the EMS
occupation. This initiative (http://www.
ems.gov/pdf/nemsac/2013/NEMSAC-
AdvisoryFatigueJan2013.pdf) was
started at the behest of the National
Emergency Medical Services Advisory
Committee (NEMSAC), a
congressionally authorized Federal
Advisory Committee; sponsored by
NHTSA; and the work performed by the
National Association of State EMS
Officials (NASEMSO). The fatigue risk
management guidelines for the EMS
community will be developed by an
interdisciplinary team of sleep and
fatigue scientists, Evidence Based
Guideline (EBG) development
specialists, and experts in emergency
medicine and EMS. Final results and
dissemination are expected within the
next two years. The evidence based
fatigue risk management guidelines will
be widely disseminated across the EMS
community through publications,
presentations, and at national
stakeholder meetings.

The meeting will be attended by
members of the project team, the EBG
panel, members of the public, and
members of the EMS community. The
meeting will begin with short
presentations by NHTSA staff and the
project team discussing the dangers of
drowsy and fatigued driving and work,
a summary of the project goals and
methods for coming to consensus on the
guidelines, the eventual dissemination
of the guidelines, and additional project
related activities. A majority of the time
in the meeting will be set aside to accept
questions and comments from the
registered attendees after the brief initial
presentations. This is to ensure that the
voluntary fatigue risk management
guidelines will address the needs of the
entire and diverse EMS community. Due
to space limitations, attendance at the
meeting is limited to invited
participants and those who register in
advance. All attendees must bring
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Vol. 40, No. 2 Use the EQB Monitor Submission Form

View the 2016 EOB Monitor Schedule

Changes are coming to the EQB Monitor!

o The EQB Monitor has now switched to a weekly publication schedule. Submissions
will be due for the Monitor by 4:00 pm on the Monday one week prior to the intended
publication date. Please see the 2016 EQB Monitor Schedule for additional details.

o The EQB Monitor submission process is moving towards an entirely electronic
format. The EQB Monitor submission form has been updated to standardize the
submission process while also capturing more information regarding environmental
review. We strongly encourage the use of the online submission form to submit notices
to the EQB Monitor.

e Notice

Notice

Southwest Light Rail Transit Project Amended
Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation Available

Comment Deadline: February 25, 2016
Project Title: Southwest Light Rail Transit

Project Description: The proposed project is a 14.5-mile light rail transit service that would
connect downtown Minneapolis to the southwestern region of the metropolitan area through
the cities of St. Louis Park, Hopkins, Minnetonka, and Eden Prairie, Minnesota. The Amended
Evaluation includes Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA’s) preliminary determination of de
minimis impact on two park properties located within the City of Minnetonka, Minnesota.
Pursuant to 23 CFR § 774.5, FTA requests public and agency comments only on the two
properties discussed in Amended Evaluation. Comments received on the Amended Evaluation
and the preliminary Section 4(f) de minimis impact determinations will be included, and
responded to, in the Project’s Final EIS, which will include the Southwest LRT Final Section


https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/eform/submit/eqb-submissions
https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/eqb-monitor
https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/documents/EQB%20Monitor%20Publication%20Calendar%20for%202016_Weekly_1.pdf
https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/eform/submit/eqb-submissions

4(f) Evaluation.

Summary: This notice announces the availability of the Southwest Light Rail Transit (LRT)
Project Amended Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation. The Amended Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation
provides additional information on the Project’s Section 4(f) properties and determinations
since publication of the Project’s Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation Update. The Draft Section 4(f)
Evaluation Update was published in May 2015 within the Southwest LRT Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Amended Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation
provides preliminary Section 4(f) de minimis impact determinations for two newly identified
Section 4(f) properties in Minnetonka, Minnesota (i.e., Unnamed Open Space B and the Opus
development area trail network); the FTA is only seeking comment on these two newly
identified preliminary determinations.

Documents Available for Public Review:

The Amended Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation is available for review online at www.swirt.org.
Hard copies of the Amended Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation are available for public review at the
following locations:

e Southwest LRT Project Office: 6465 Wayzata Blvd., Suite 500, St. Louis Park, MN

55426

Minnetonka City Hall: 14600 Minnetonka Blvd, Minnetonka, MN 55345

Minnetonka Public Library: 17524 Excelsior Blvd, Minnetonka, MN 55345

Metropolitan Council Library: 390 Robert Street North, St. Paul, MN 55101

Minnesota Department of Transportation Library: 395 John Ireland Blvd., St. Paul,

MN 55155

e Minnesota Legislative Reference Library: 645 State Office Building, 100 Rev. Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd. St. Paul, MN 55155

To obtain a copy of the Amended Evaluation, please visit the Project’'s website at
www.swirt.org or by request by contacting Nani Jacobson at swirt@metrotransit.org or Maya
Sarna at maya.sarna@dot.gov.

Comment Period and Instructions for Commenting:

Comments on the Amended Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation will be accepted between January
11, 2016 through February 25, 2016. Comments may be submitted to Nani Jacobson,
Assistant Director, Environmental and Agreements, Metro Transit-Southwest LRT Project
Office, 6465 Wayzata Boulevard, Suite 500, St. Louis Park, MN 55426 or via email at
swirt@metrotransit.org.

For Further Information Contact: Kathryn Loster, FTA Regional Counsel at (312) 353-3869,
kathryn.loster@dot.gov; Maya Sarna, FTA Office of Environmental Programs at (202) 366-
5811, maya.sarna@dot.gov.

Federal Lead Agency: Federal Transit Administration

Project Sponsor: Metropolitan Council


http://www.swlrt.org/
http://www.swlrt.org/
mailto:swlrt@metrotransit.org
mailto:maya.sarna@dot.gov
mailto:swlrt@metrotransit.org
mailto:kathryn.loster@dot.gov
mailto:maya.sarna@dot.gov




Other Public Meetings







SOUTHWEST A

METROPOLITAN
C O U N C I L

PUBLIC OPEN HOUSES

Operation and Maintenance Facility

Site Selection

The Southwest LRT (Green Line Extension) Project will host three public
open houses in May to hear public feedback on a short list of potential
locations for the Project’s Operation and Maintenance Facility (OMF).

The facility will house 180 permanent jobs

LOCATIONS & TI M ES for train operators, skilled mechanics,

maintenance personnel and support staff.
May 13  5:00-7:00 p.m.*
Eden Prairie City Center, Heritage Rooms
8080 Mitchell Road, Eden Prairie

* This open house is being held concurrently with Hennepin
County’s Transitional Station Area Action Plan meeting at the
same location. Visit www.southwesttransitway.org for details.

At the OMF, light rail vehicles will
be cleaned, stored and receive light

maintenance.

May 15  4:30-7:30 p.m.

Southwest LRT Project Office

Park Place West Building

6465 Wayzata Blvd, Suite 500, St. Louis Park

May 22  4:30-7:30 p.m.
Hopkins Center for the Arts, Jaycees Studio

Above: The Franklin Operation and Maintenance
1111 Mainstreet, Hopkins Facility, serving the Blue Line (Hiawatha LRT), features
on-site parking for staff and fully enclosed storage
areas for light rail vehicles.

Any individual who requires assistance to participate

should contact Southwest LRT Community Outreach To learn more about the

Coordinator Dan Pfeiffer, daniel.pfeiffer@metrotransit.org Green Line Extension Project, visit

or 612-373-3897. Requests for special assistance should
be made seven business days in advance of the scheduled WWW.SWII’t.OI’g

open house.
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SOUTHWEST

Green Line LRT Extension

A

METROPOLITAN
C O UNTGE L

PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE & COMMUNITY MEETING

Operation and Maintenance Facility

Site Selection
The Southwest LRT (Green Line Extension) Project will host three public

open houses in May to hear public feedback on a short list of potential

locations for the Project’s Operation and Maintenance Facility (OMF).

May 22 Hopkins Center for the Arts
(Jaycees Studio)
1111 Mainstreet, Hopkins

Public Open House: 4:30 — 7:30 p.m.
Hopkins Community Meeting: 6:00 — 7:00 p.m.

ADDITIONAL OPEN HOUSES WILL BE HELD:

May 13 5:00 - 7:00 p.m.*
Eden Prairie City Center, Heritage Rooms
8080 Mitchell Road, Eden Prairie

* This open house is being held concurrently with Hennepin
County’s Transitional Station Area Action Plan meeting at the

same location. Visit www.southwesttransitway.org for details.

May 15 4:30 - 7:30 p.m.

Southwest LRT Project Office

Park Place West Building

6465 Wayzata Blvd, Suite 500, St. Louis Park

Any individual who requires assistance to participate
should contact Southwest LRT Community Outreach
Coordinator Dan Pfeiffer, daniel.pfeiffer@metrotransit.org
or 612-373-3897. Requests for special assistance should

be made seven business days in advance of the scheduled
open house.

The facility will house 180 permanent jobs
for train operators, skilled mechanics,

maintenance personnel and support staff.

At the OMF, light rail vehicles will
be cleaned, stored and receive light

maintenance.

Above: The Franklin Operation and Maintenance
Facility, serving the Blue Line (Hiawatha LRT), features
on-site parking for staff and fully enclosed storage
areas for light rail vehicles.

To learn more about the
Green Line Extension Project, visit

www.swlirt.org
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SOUTHWEST

Green Line LRT Extension

A

METROPOLITAN
C O UNGC I L

PUBLIC OPEN HOUSES
Freight Rail Issues

The Southwest LRT (Green Line Extension) Project will host two public open houses

June 13, 2013, on engineering concepts for resolving the location of freight rail in

the design of the Southwest LRT (Green Line Extension) project.

LOCATION & TIMES:

June 13  8:00-9:30 A.m.

4:30-7:00 p.m.
Benilde-St. Margaret's School

Commons Cafeteria
2501 Highway 100 South, St. Louis Park
(www.bsmschool.org)

The concepts explore various possibilities for
co-locating freight and LRT tracks in Minneapolis,
as well as options to reroute freight rail traffic

in St. Louis Park to make way for LRT tracks.

The relocation concepts to be presented will

be different than the one described in the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
See map of concepts on reverse side.

Any individual who requires assistance to
participate should contact Southwest LRT
Community Outreach Coordinator Sophia Ginis,
Sophia.Ginis@metrotransit.org or 612-373-3895.
Requests for special assistance should be made
seven business days in advance of the scheduled

open house.

Both co-location and relocation options would
have impacts on residences and businesses,
including the freight railroads. The goal is to
choose one option and design it in a way that is
safe and operationally efficient for both LRT and

the freight railroads and cost effective.

Public input at open houses will be summarized
and shared with project engineers as they advance
the designs. The feedback also will be shared with
members of the project’s business and community
advisory committees, the Corridor Management
Committee and the Metropolitan Council to help
them understand the issues around co-location

and relocation as they provide input.

Additional open houses later in June will cover
stations and other project elements. Cost impacts
of the co-location and relocation concepts will be
developed and presented in midsummer.

e N
To learn more about the
Green Line Extension Project, visit

www.swlrt.org
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Relocation Concepts

= Existing Freight Rail
Brunswick West

e Brunswick Central

Southern Connection
e Proposed LRT Route
N

0 0.5 1
| Miles

Louisiana Station

See inset.

Wooddale Station

Beltline Station

Van White Station

Penn Station

21st Street Station

\West Lake)Station

Co-location Concepts

The six co-location concepts being presented involve the
following in the Kenilworth Corridor:

« Building LRT tracks along the freight tracks and trail, with
all modes at ground level.

* Relocating the trail out of the corridor between the Midtown
Greenway and Cedar Lake Parkway.

* Elevating the trail.

* Elevating the LRT tracks.

* Building a shallow tunnel for LRT tracks.
* Building deep twin tunnels, with one tunnel for each LRT
track.




SOUTHWEST A

METROPOLITAN
cC O U N C I L

PUBLIC OPEN HOUSES
Light Rail Station Locations

The Southwest LRT (Green Line Extension) Project will host six open houses in June
for the public to learn about, and provide feedback on, proposed locations
for all 17 proposed stations.

LOCATIONS & TIMES:

The public is encouraged to attend the open houses held in the city where they live.

MINNEAPOLIS - All Stations ST. LOUIS PARK-AIl Stations

June 17 8-9:30 a.m. June 20 4:30-7 p.m.

Metro Transit's Fred T. Heywood Office Building, Beth El Synagogue, 5224 W 26th St.,

560 Sixth Ave N, Minneapolis St. Louis Park (http://goo.gl/maps/aRVEP).

(http://goo.gl/maps/uDQZG).

MINNETONKA/HOPKINS —All Stations

June 17 4:30-7 p.m. June 18 4:30-7 p.m.

Harrison Recreation Center, 503 Irving Ave. N, Hopkins Center for the Arts, 1111 Mainstreet,
Minneapolis (http://goo.gl/maps/UHtBP). Hopkins (http://goo.gl/maps/oGOSK).

June 24 4:30-7 p.m. EDEN PRAIRIE - All Stations

Kenwood Community Center,
2101 Franklin Ave. W, Minneapolis.
(http://goo.gl/maps/oguGh).

June 26 4:30-7 p.m.
Eden Prairie City Center, 8080 Mitchell Rd.,
Eden Prairie (http://goo.gl/maps/zpK5I).

Any individual who requires assistance to See map of proposed station

participate should contact Southwest LRT I ti id
Community Outreach Coordinator Daren Nyquist, ocations on reverse side.

Daren.Nyquist@metrotransit.org or 612-373-38%4.
Requests for special assistance should be made
seven business days in advance of the scheduled
open house.

To learn more about the
Green Line Extension Project, visit

www.swlrt.org
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Proposed Southwest LRT (Green Line Extension) station locations.

Proposed Station Locations - Nearest Cross Streets

Eden Prairie

Hopkins

Minneapolis

Mitchell Road: Hwy 212 & Mitchell
Rd.

Southwest:
Technology Dr. & Eden Prairie Center
Dr.

Eden Prairie Town Center:
Technology Dr. & Flying Cloud Dr.

Golden Triangle:
70th St. W & Shady Oak Rd.

City West: 62nd St. W & Shady Oak Rd.

Minnetonka

Opus: Bren Rd. E & Bren Rd. W

Shady Oak Road:
5th St. S & 16th Ave S

Downtown Hopkins:
Excelsior Blvd. & Eighth Ave. S

Blake Road: Blake Rd. & Second St.
NE

St. Louis Park

Louisiana Avenue:
Louisiana Ave. & Oxford St.

Wooddale Avenue:
Wooddale Ave. & 36th St. W

Beltline Boulevard: Beltline Blvd. &
Park Glen Rd.

West Lake Street:
Lake St. W & Chowen/Abbott Ave. S

21st Street:
21st St. W & Thomas Ave. S

Penn Avenue: [-394 & Penn Ave. S

Van White Boulevard:
-394 & Dunwoody Blvd./Van White
Blvd.

Royalston Avenue:
Royalston Ave. & Holden St. N




SOUTHWEST

Green Line LRT Extension

A

METROPOLITAN
C O UNZ C L

PUBLIC COMMUNITY MEETINGS
Freight Rail Issues

The Southwest LRT (Green Line Extension) Project will host two community meetings

July 17 & 18, 2013, on engineering concepts for resolving the location of freight rail

in the design of the project.

LOCATIONS & TIMES:

JULY 17 MINNEAPOLIS

Jones-Harrison Residence

3700 Cedar Lake Avenue, Minneapolis
Open House: 4:30-5:30 p.m.
Presentation: 5:30-6:15 p.m.

Facilitated Q&A Session: 6:15-7:00 p.m.
MAP: http://goo.gl/maps/UhXth

The concepts explore various possibilities for co-
locating freight and LRT tracks in Minneapolis, as well
as options to reroute freight rail traffic in St. Louis Park
to make way for LRT tracks. The relocation concepts to
be presented will be different than the one described
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

Both co-location and relocation options would have
impacts on residences and businesses, including the
freight railroads. The goal is to choose one option

4 N

See map of concepts on reverse side.

To learn more about the
Green Line Extension Project, visit

www.swlrt.org

JULY 18 ST. LOUIS PARK

St. Louis Park High School

6425 W 33rd Street, St. Louis Park
Open House: 4:30-5:30 p.m.
Presentation: 5:30-6:15 p.m.

Facilitated Q&A Session: 6:15-7:00 p.m.
MAP: http://goo.gl/maps/DLBmJ

and design it in a way that is safe and operationally
efficient for both LRT and the freight railroads and cost
effective.

Feedback from these community meetings will be
shared with members of the project’s Business and
Community Advisory Committees, the Corridor
Management Committee and the Metropolitan Council
to help them understand the issues around co-location
and relocation as they provide input.

Any individual who requires assistance to participate
should contact Southwest LRT Community Outreach
Coordinator Sophia Ginis, 612-373-3895 or

Sophia.Ginis@metrotransit.org. Requests for special

assistance should be made seven business days in
advance of the scheduled community meetings.
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Relocation Concepts

= Existing Freight Rail
Brunswick West

e Brunswick Central

Southern Connection
e Proposed LRT Route
N
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Louisiana Station

See inset.

Wooddale Station

Beltline Station

Van White Station

Penn Station

21st Street Station

\West Lake)Station

Co-location Concepts

The six co-location concepts being presented involve the
following in the Kenilworth Corridor:

« Building LRT tracks along the freight tracks and trail, with
all modes at ground level.

* Relocating the trail out of the corridor between the Midtown
Greenway and Cedar Lake Parkway.

* Elevating the trail.

* Elevating the LRT tracks.

* Building a shallow tunnel for LRT tracks.
* Building deep twin tunnels, with one tunnel for each LRT
track.
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PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE

Southwest LRT Recommendation for the Minneapolis Segment

The Metropolitan Council will host a public open house on Thursday, October 10, 2013
to receive public input on the project office’s draft recommendation for the scope and
basic design of the Southwest LRT (Green Line Extension) project in Minneapolis.

The Southwest LRT Project Office presented a
draft recommendation for the scope and basic
design of the light rail line to the project’s Corridor
Management Committee on October 2.

The draft recommendation includes building
shallow tunnels for LRT trains through the
Kenilworth Corridor in Minneapolis, eliminating
the proposed LRT station at 21st Street and
keeping existing freight rail service in the area.

Proposed route between Cedar Lake and Lake of the Isles.
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LOCATION & TIME

Thursday, October 10, 2013
5:30-7:30 p.m.

Kenwood Community Center
2101 West Franklin Avenue, Minneapolis

MAP: http://goo.al/maps/Tka84

This open house will provide an opportunity for
community members to ask questions and give
feedback on the draft recommendation before the
Metropolitan Council considers it.

At this open house, the public will be able to talk
with Council members and project staff one-to-
one and view engineering drawings of the shallow
tunnels. No testimony or formal presentations are
planned. Comment cards will be provided.

Any individual who requires assistance to
participate should contact Southwest LRT
Community Outreach Coordinator Sophia Ginis,
612-373-3895 or Sophia.Ginis@metrotransit.org.
Requests for special assistance should be made at
least 24 hours in advance.

Learn more about Southwest LRT at www.swlrt.org
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SOUTHWEST

Green Line LRT Extension

TOWN HALL/COMMUNITY MEETINGS
Southwest LRT Studies in the Kenilworth Corridor

The Metropolitan Council will host facilitated public community meetings on

January 7 & 9, 2014 focused on studies that are currently underway of freight rail,

water resources and landscaping/greenscaping in the Kenilworth area of Minneapolis.

LOCATIONS & TIMES

Tuesday, January 7, 2014

5:00-7:30 p.m.

Kenwood Community Center

2101 Franklin Avenue West, Minneapolis
MaP: http://goo.gl/maps/oguGh

In December 2013, the Southwest LRT

(Green Line Extension) Project began three studies
to clarify important issues that affect the proposed
light rail line between Eden Prairie and downtown

Minneapolis:

e The location of freight rail service in the
Kenilworth Corridor

e Potential impacts of LRT construction on
Cedar Lake and Lake of the Isles

e landscaping and greenscaping in the
Kenilworth area

Results of the studies are expected in early 2014.
These meetings will provide opportunities to

learn about these studies, talk to project staff and
participate in discussions.

Thursday, January 9, 2014
5:00-7:30 p.m.

St. Louis Park Recreation Center
3700 Monterey Drive, St. Louis Park
MAP: http://goo.gl/maps/waC5T

MEETING AGENDA

5:00 - 5:30 Open house (project staff on hand
to answer questions)

5:30 - 7:30 Welcome and review of meeting

purpose

Overview of scopes of work for three
studies

Facilitator-led discussion

Wrap-Up/Next Steps

Any individual who requires assistance to
participate should contact Southwest LRT
Community Outreach Coordinator Daren Nyquist,
Daren.Nyquist@metrotransit.org or 612-373-38%94
at least seven business days in advance of the
scheduled meeting.

Learn more about Southwest LRT at www.swirt.org
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DESIGNING A LINE THAT
STANDS THE TEST OF TIME

The Southwest Light Rail Transit (Green Line Extension) Project is moving forward
with additional studies of technical issues that matter to Twin Cities residents.

METROPOLITAN
C O UNTG C I L

To learn more and stay involved, visit www.swirt.org.


http:www.swlrt.org

In December, the Southwest LRT (Green Line Extension) Project began three studies on important issues that affect
the proposed light rail line between Eden Prairie and downtown Minneapolis. Results of the studies are expected in

early 2014.

Freight Rail: An independent consultant will review options for the relocation of freight rail service that now runs near the
proposed LRT route through Kenilworth.

Water Quality Impacts: A second independent consultant will review potential impacts of LRT construction and operation
on the quality of lake water and groundwater in the Kenilworth Corridor area.

Accelerated Landscaping & Greenscaping: The project is creating an inventory of trees and vegetation in the Kenilworth
area to identify landscaping and greenscaping opportunities.

) o ) Southwest LRT Project PRESORTED
In January, the Metropolitan Council will host community 6465 Wayzata Blvd., Suite 500 | US.Postage |
meetings focused on the three additional studies. For details St. Louis Park, MN 55426 PAID
on these and other upcoming meetings and events, go to bl achiand

www.swlrt.org.

January 7, 5:00-7:30 p.m., Kenwood Community Center,
2101 Franklin Ave. W, Minneapolis

January 9, 5:00-7:30 p.m., St. Louis Park Recreation Center,
3700 Monterey Drive, St. Louis Park

To learn more about Southwest LRT and stay connected:
Visit www.swilrt.org, email swirt@metrotransit.org or
call 612-373-3888 to be connected to a
Community Outreach Coordinator.
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SOUTHWEST

Green Line LRT Extension

TOWN HALL/COMMUNITY MEETINGS

Draft Results of Southwest LRT Studies in the Kenilworth Corridor

Independent consultants will present draft reports on freight rail location alternatives

and water resources impacts. The public is invited to ask questions and share

comments with Metropolitan Council members and Southwest LRT project staff.

Monday, February 10, 2014
6:00-9:30 p.m.

Dunwoody College of Technology
Decker Auditorium
818 Dunwoody Blvd., Minneapolis

Park in west lot; enter via west entrance.

Map: http://goo.gl/maps/wf1uO

In December 2013, the Southwest

Wednesday, February 12, 2014
6:00-9:30 p.m.

St. Louis Park Senior High School
Carl A. Holmstrom Auditorium
6425 West 33rd Street, St. Louis Park

Park in west ot or on street; enter via School District
office door (#2) or main foyer entrance (#5).

Map: http://goo.gl/maps/5s4WQ

Any individual who requires assistance to participate should

LRT (Green Line Extension) Project  contact Southwest LRT Community Outreach Coordinator

began studies of freight rail
location alternatives and water
resources impacts that could affect
the proposed light rail line in the

Daren Nyquist, Daren.Nyquist@metrotransit.org or 612-373-3894
at least seven business days before the scheduled meeting.

MEETING AGENDAS

Agendas will differ at each meeting to reflect the concerns expressed

Kenilworth Corridor.

Draft reports from these studies

by the communities.

Minneapolis St. Louis Park

were released on January 30 and

are available on the Southwest
LRT website at www.swlrt.org.
Comments may be submitted
online at www.swlrt.org or via email
to swirt@metrotransit.org.

Learn more about Southwest LRT at www.swirt.org

Welcome & meeting purpose 6:00 6:00
Water Resources presentation, . .

Q&A, Comments 615 615
Freight Rail presentation, . .

Q&A, Comments 7:05 6:50
General Q&A; Comments 8:10 8:10
Close and Evaluation 9:10 9:10
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Community Open Houses

SOUTHWEST LRT STATION DESIGN

Come to a community open house to see LRT station architecture concepts and learn
about what goes into designing a light rail station. Metropolitan Council project staff
will be on hand to receive public input and answer questions.

The Southwest LRT Project has developed
several different station architecture concepts to

fit into different settings. This open house is an Thursday, April 2, 2015, 5:30-7:30 p.m.

opportunity to learn about station design and give . ) )
feedback to project staff. You can also hear a brief IR BR Al ORIy R AL

presentation on station design at the beginning of Dunwoody College of Technology
each open house. 818 Dunwoody Blvd., Minneapolis

Map: https://goo.gl/maps/Vhs71

MINNEAPOLIS STATIONS

If you can't come in person, meeting materials and

a comment form will be available online at ST. LOUIS PARK STATIONS
www.swlrt.org.

Wednesday, April 8, 2015, 5:30-7:30 p.m.

Anyone who requires assistance to participate St. Louis Park City Hall
should contact Southwest LRT Assistant Public 5005 Minnetonka Blvd., St. Louis Park
Involvement Manager Dan Pfeiffer at least seven Map: https://goo.gl/maps/j64JQ

business days before the scheduled meeting:

Email: Daniel.Pfeiffer@metrotransit.org EDEN PRAIRIE STATIONS

Phone: 612-373-3897 Thursday, April 9, 2015, 5:30-7:30 p.m.

Eden Prairie City Center
8080 Mitchell Road, Eden Prairie
Map: https://goo.gl/maps/wOrJX

HOPKINS & MINNETONKA STATIONS

Tuesday, April 14, 2015, 5:30-7:30 p.m.

Hopkins City Hall
1010 First Street South, Hopkins
Map: https://goo.gl/maps/XdxGq

One of four station design concepts developed for the
Southwest LRT project.

WWW.SWLRT.ORG
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COMMUNITY WORKSHOP

Kenilworth Landscape Design Project

Be a part of the project by participating in an
interactive community workshop

The Kenilworth Landscape Design
project is a unique opportunity to
shape the Kenilworth corridor, and
balance transit and active trails with
the natural surroundings.

Community Engagement Goals

« Develop clear understanding of
corridor issues & opportunities

Review analysis & background
information developed so far

Verify corridor Design Principles

Build consensus for the
Kenilworth Corridor Vision

If you can’t make it to the meeting and
are interested in sharing your
thoughts, meeting materials and a
comment form will be posted on the
project website at www.swilrt.org
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JOIN US!

WHEN & WHERE

Saturday, June 13th
8:30AM 12:30 PM

The Blake Upper School
511 Kenwood Pkwy
Minneapolis, MN 55403

Find it on Google Maps:
http://bit.ly/1KORWhA

AGENDA

8:30 9:00 AM
Presentation about the Project and
Process

9:30 AM  12:30 PM
Small group discussions on issues,
opportunities, principles, and vision

If you need assistance to participate please contact
SWLRT Community Outreach Coordinator, Sophia
Ginis: sophia.ginis@metrotransit.org

Please make requests for special assistance at
least five business days in advance.

www.swlrt.org
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COMMUNITY WORKSHOP

Kenilworth Landscape Design Project

The Kenilworth Corridor is part of the proposed Southwest LRT
Green Line Extension. The project area is located southwest of
Downtown Minneapolis, and includes three proposed stations.

Royalston Station

'Target Field

Van/White Station Station

©

21st St. Station

Penn Station

West Lake Station:
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(169Wooddale Station

Louisiana Station

@ Blake Station
Downtown'Hopkins 'Station
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City\West Station

Legend
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N
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COMMUNITY WORKSHOP #2

Kenilworth Landscape Design Project

Review Proposed Concepts

The Kenilworth Landscape Design
project is a unique opportunity to
shape the Kenilworth corridor, and
balance transit and active trails with
the natural surroundings.

Workshop Purpose:
« Receive input on conceptual
designs

Review design principles and
corridor vision

Discuss opportunities for
placemaking

Discuss project next steps

If you can’t make it to the meeting and
are interested in sharing your
thoughts, meeting materials and a
comment form will be posted on the
project website at www.swirt.org
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JOIN US!

WHEN & WHERE

Saturday, August 8th
9:00 AM 11:30 AM

The Blake Upper School
511 Kenwood Pkwy
Minneapolis, MN 55403

Find it on Google Maps:
http://bit.ly/1KORwWhA

AGENDA

9:00 9:45 AM
Presentation of conceptual designs

9:45 AM  11:30 AM
Small group discussion and table
activities

If you need assistance to participate please contact
SWLRT Community Outreach Coordinator, Sophia
Ginis: sophia.ginis@metrotransit.org

Please make requests for special assistance at
least five business days in advance.

www.swirt.org
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COMMUNITY WORKSHOP #2

Kenilworth Landscape Design Project

The Kenilworth Corridor is part of the proposed Southwest LRT
Green Line Extension. The project area is located southwest of
Downtown Minneapolis, and includes three proposed stations.
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COMMUNITY MEETING

Kenilworth Landscape Design Project

Review Design Recommendations

The Kenilworth Landscape Design
project is a unique opportunity to
shape the Kenilworth corridor, and
balance transit and active trails with
the natural surroundings.

Meeting Purpose:

« Review design recommendations

« Respond to questions

Community workshops, pop-up events
and committee meetings were held
during spring and summer of 2015 to
brainstorm ideas and receive
feedback on concepts. This event is
intended to showcase the culmination
of work and answer questions before
finalizing the landscape design.

Meeting materials will be posted on
the project website at www.swirt.org
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JOIN US!

WHEN & WHERE

Wednesday, November 18
5:30 PM 7:30 PM

Dunwoody College of Technology
McNamara Room (Lunch Room)
818 Dunwoody Blvd

Minneapolis, MN 55403

Find it on Google Maps:
https://goo.gl/maps/H2kcGEuQdXz

AGENDA
5:30 PM 6:30 PM
Presentation of Designs

6:30 PM 7:30 PM
Open House

If you need assistance to participate please contact
SWLRT Community Outreach Coordinator, Sophia
Ginis: sophia.ginis@metrotransit.org, 612-373-3895

Please make requests for special assistance at
least five business days in advance.

www.swlrt.org
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COMMUNITY MEETING

Kenilworth Landscape Design Project

The Kenilworth Corridor is part of the proposed Southwest LRT
Green Line Extension. The project area includes the corridor from
the Penn Station to the West Lake Station.
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